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SECTION  I 


SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT, 

CALIFORNIA 


MONDAY,  MARCH  16,  1959 
U.S.  Senate, 

Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and 

Reclamation  of  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

W ashington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  2 : 10  p.m.,  in  room 
3110,  New  Senate  Office  Building,  Hon.  Clinton  P.  Anderson  (chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Clinton  P.  Anderson  (New  Mexico),  Joseph  C. 
O’Mahoney  (Wyoming),  Thomas  H.  Kuchel  (California),  and  Gor¬ 
don  Allott  (Colorado). 

Also  present:  Senators  James  E.  Murray  (Montana),  Henry  M. 
Jackson  (Washington),  and  Frank  Church  (Idaho). 

Senator  Anderson.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

S.  44,  with  amendments  (in  italic)  proposed  by  Senator  Kuchel, 
will  be  incorporated  in  the  record  at  this  point.  The  report  of  Fred  B. 
Aandahl,  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  will  follow  the  bill. 
Then  I  direct  that  the  report  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  other 
interested  Government  agencies  commenting  on  S.  44  be  printed. 

(S.  44  and  agency  reports  follow :) 

[S.  44,  86th  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  with  amendments  proposed  by  Senator  Kuchel  In  italic] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the 
Central  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  with  respect  to  the  construction  and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other 
purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  for  the  principal  purpose  of  furnishing 
water  for  the  irrigation  of  approximately  five  hundred  thousand  acres  of  land  in 
Merced,  Fresno,  and  Kings  Counties,  California,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
Federal  San  Luis  Service  area,  and  as  incidents  thereto  of  furnishing  water  for 
municipal  and  domestic  use  and  providing  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
benefits,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Secretary) 
is  authorized  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  San  Luis  unit  as  an  integral 
part  of  the  Central  Valley  project.  The  principal  engineering  features  of  said 
unit  shall  be  a  dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  a  forebay  and 
afterbay,  the  San  Luis  Canal,  the  Pleasant  Valley  Canal,  and  necessary  pumping 
plants,  distribution  systems,  drains,  channels,  levees,  flood  works,  and  related 
facilities.  The  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  joint-use 
facilities)  for  joint  use  with  the  State  of  California  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
the  State)  shall  be  the  dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  forebay 
and  afterbay,  pumping  plants,  and  the  San  Luis  Canal.  [Those  joint-use  facil¬ 
ities  may  be  constructed]  The  joint-use  facilities  consisting  of  the  dam  and 
reservoir  shall  be  constructed,  and  other  joint-use  facilities  may  be  constructed 
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so  as  to  permit  future  expansion[,  and  upon  agreement  by  the  State  or  some 
other  public  agency  to  equitably  share  the  costs  as  later  provided  in  this  Act, 
shall  either  be  so  constructed  or];  the  joint-use  facilities  shall  be  constructed 
initially  to  the  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit 
service  area  and  the  State’s  service  area  as  hereinafter  provided.  In  construct¬ 
ing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  shall  be  governed 
by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts 
amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  thereto)  except  so  far  as  the  provisions 
thereof  are  inconsistent  with  this  Act.  Construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  shall 
not  be  commenced  until  the  Secretary  has  (1)  secured,  or  has  satisfactory 
assurance  of  his  ability  to  secure,  all  rights  to  the  use  of  water  which  are 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  unit  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
this  Act,  and  (2)  received  satisfactory  assurance  from  the  State  of  California 
that  it  will  make  provision  for  a  master  drainage  outlet  and  disposal  channel 
for  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  as  generally  outlined  in  the  California  water  plan. 
Bulletin  Numbered  3,  of  the  California  Department  of  Water  Resources,  which 
will  adequately  serve,  by  connection  therewith,  the  drainage  system  for  the  San 
Luis  unit  [or  has  otherwise  made  provision,  in  accordance  with  section  4  of  this 
Act,  for  meeting  the  drainage  requirements  of  the  San  Luis  unit]  or  has  made 
provision  for  constructing  the  San  Luis  interceptor  drain  to  the  Delta  designed 
to  meet  the  drainage  requirements  of  the  San  Luis  unit  as  generally  outlined  in 
San  Luis  project  report  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  of  May  1955,  as  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  December  17,  1956. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  to  nego¬ 
tiate  and  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  providing  for 
coordinated  operation  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  the  joint-use  facilities, 
in  order  that  the  State  may,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  deliver  water 
in  service  areas  outside  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  as  described  in 
the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central 
Valley  Project,”  dated  December  17,  1956.  The  Secretary  shall  not  commence 
construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  except  for  the  preparation  of  designs  and 
specifications  and  other  preliminary  work,  until  the  execution  of  such  an  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  United  States  and  the  State,  but  if  such  an  agreement  has  not 
been  executed  by  [July  1,  I960,]  January  1,  1962,  and  if,  after  consultation  with 
the  Governor  of  the  State,  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  prospects  of  reach¬ 
ing  accord  on  the  terms  thereof  are  not  reasonably  film,  he  may  proceed  to 
construct  and  operate  the  San  Luis  unit  in  accordance  with  section  1  of  this 
Act :  Provided,  That,  if  the  Secretary  so  determines,  he  shall  report  thereon  to 
the  Congress  and  shall  not  commence  construction  for  ninety  calendar  days  from 
the  date  of  his  report  (which  ninety  days,  however,  shall  not  include  days  on 
which  either  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  is  not  in  session  be¬ 
cause  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days).  In  considering  the  pros¬ 
pects  of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms  of  the  agreement  the  Secretary  shall  give 
substantial  weight  to  any  relevant  affirmative  action  theretofore  taken  by  the 
State,  including  the  enactment  of  State  legislation  authorizing  the  State  to 
acquire  and  convey  to  the  United  States  title  to  lands  to  be  used  for  the  San 
Luis  unit  or  assistance  given  by  it  in  financing  Federal  design  and  construction 
of  the  unit.  The  authority  conferred  upon  the  Secretary  by  the  first  sentence 
of  this  section  shall  not,  except  as  is  otherwise  provided  in  this  section,  be 
construed  as  a  limitation  upon  the  exercise  by  him  of  the  authority  conferred 
in  section  1  of  this  Act,  but  if  the  State  shall  agree  equitably  to  share  the  total 
cost  of  constructing  the  joint-use  facilities  and  as  a  part  of  its  share  shall  make 
available  to  the  Secretary  sufficient  funds  to  pay  the  additional  cost  of  designing 
and  constructnig  the  joint-use  facilities  so  as  to  permit  enlargement,  it  shalf  have 
an  irrevocable  right  to  enlarge  or  modify  such  facilities  at  any  time  in  the 
future,  and  a  perpetual  right  to  the  use  of  such  additional  capacity :  Provided, 
That  the  performance  of  such  work  by  the  State,  after  approval  of  its  plans 
by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  so  carried  on  as  not  to  interfere  unduly  with  the 
operation  of  the  project  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of  this  Act: 
And  provided  further,  That  this  right  may  be  relinquished  by  the  State  at  any 
time  at  its  option. 

Sec.  3.  The  agreement  between  the  United  States  and  the  State  referred  to 
in  section  2  of  this  Act  shall  provide,  among  other  things,  that — 

(a)  the  joint  use  facilities  to  be  constructed  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  so 
designed  and  constructed  to  such  capacities  and  in  such  manner  as  to  permit 
either  (i)  immediate  integration  and  coordinated  operation  with  the  State’s 
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water  projects  by  providing,  among  other  things,  a  capacity  in  San  Luis 
Reservoir  of  approximately  two  million  one  hundred  thousand  acre-feet 
and  corresponding  capacities  in  the  other  joint-use  facilities  or  (ii)  such 
subsequent  enlargement  or  other  modification  as  may  be  required  for  inte¬ 
gration  and  coordinated  operation  therewith ; 

(b)  the  State  shall  make  available  to  the  Secretary  during  the  construc¬ 
tion  period  sufficient  funds  to  pay  an  [appropriate]  equitable  share  of  the 
construction  costs  of  any  facilities  designed  and  constructed  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (a)  above.  The  State  contribution  shall  be  made  in  annual 
installments,  each  of  which  bears  approximately  the  same  ratio  to  total 
expenditures  during  that  year  as  the  total  of  the  State’s  share  bears  to  the 
total  cost  of  the  facilities;  the  State  may  make  advances  to  the  United 
States  in  order  to  maintain  a  timely  construction  schedule  of  the  joint  use 
facilities  and  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  to  be  used  by  the  State  and 
the  United  States ; 

(c)  the  State  may  at  any  time  after  approval  of  its  plans  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and  at  its  own  expense  enlarge  or  modify  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir 
and  other  facilities  to  be  used  jointly  by  the  State  and  the  United  States,  but 
the  performance  of  such  work  shall  be  so  carried  on  as  not  to  interfere 
unduly  with  the  operation  of  the  San  Luis  unit  for  the  purposes  set  forth 
in  section  1  of  this  Act ; 

(d)  the  United  States  and  the  State  shall  each  pay  annually  an  [appro¬ 
priate]  equitable  share  of  the  operation,  maintenance  and  replacement  costs 
of  the  joint  use  facilities ; 

(e)  promptly  after  execution  of  this  agreement  between  the  Secretary 
and  the  State,  and  for  the  purpose  of  said  agreement,  the  State  shall  con¬ 
vey  to  the  United  States  title  to  any  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
which  it  then  owns  and  which  are  required  for  the  joint  use  facilities.  The 
State  shall  be  given  credit  for  the  costs  of  these  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  toward  its  share  of  the  construction  cost  of  the  joint  use 
facilities.  The  State  shall  likewise  be  given  credit  for  any  funds  advanced 
by  it  to  the  Secretary  for  preparation  of  designs  and  specifications  or  for 
any  other  work  in  connection  with  the  joint  use  facilities ; 

(f)  the  rights  to  the  use  of  capacities  of  the  joint  use  facilities  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  shall  be  allocated  to  the  United  States  and  the  State,  re¬ 
spectively,  in  such  manner  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon.  The  United 
States  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  right  so  allocated,  which 
shall  be  sufficient  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  1  of  this  Act  and 
which  shall  extend  throughout  the  repayment  period  and  so  long  there¬ 
after  as  title  to  the  works  remains  in  the  United  States.  The  State  shall 
not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  allocated  right  to  the  use  of  the 
capacities  of  the  joint  use  facilities  for  water  service  outside  the  Federal 
San  Luis  unit  service  area. 

(g)  the  Secretary  may  turn  over  to  the  State  the  care,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  any  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  which  are  used  jointly  by 
the  United  States  and  the  State  at  such  time  and  under  such  conditions 
as  shall  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  and  the  State ; 

(h)  notwithstanding  transfer  of  title  or  of  the  care,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  any  works  to  the  State,  as  hereinbefore  provided,  any 
organization  which  has  theretofore  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  United 
States  under  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  for  a  water  supply 
through  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  joint  use  facilities,  shall 
continue  to  have  and  to  enjoy  the  same  rights  which  it  would  have  had 
under  its  contract  with  the  United  States  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph 
(4)  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of  July  2,  1956  (70  Stat.  483,  43  U.S.C.  485h-l), 
in  the  absence  of  such  transfer,  and  its  enjoyment  of  such  rights  shall  be 
without  added  cost  or  other  detriment  arising  from  such  transfer ; 

(i)  if  a  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the  preservation  and  propagation 
of  fish  and  wildlife  has  been  made  as  provided  in  section  2  of  the  Act  of 
August  14,  1946  (  60  Stat.  1080,  16  U.S.C.  662),  as  amended,  the  features 
of  the  unit  to  which  such  allocation  is  attributable  shall,  notwithstanding 
transfer  of  title  or  of  the  care,  operation,  and  maintenance  to  the  State, 
be  operated  and  maintained  in  such  wise  as  to  retain  the  bases  upon  which 
such  allocation  is  premised  and,  upon  failure  so  to  operate  and  maintain 
those  features,  the  amount  allocated  thereto  shall  become  a  reimbursable 
cost  to  be  paid  by  the  State. 
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Sec.  4.  In  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  a  drainage  system  for  the 
San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  permit  the  use  thereof  by  other 
parties  under  contracts  conforming  generally  to  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  with  respect  to  irrigation  repayment  or  service  contracts  and 
is  further  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  and  participate  in  construction 
and  operation  of  drainage  facilities  designed  to  serve  the  general  area  of  which 
the  lands  to  be  served  by  the  San  Luis  unit  are  a  part,  to  the  extent. the  works 
authorized  in  section  1  of  this  Act  contribute  to  drainage  requirements  of  said 
area.  The  Secretary  is  also  authorized  to  permit  the  use  of  the  irrigation  facili¬ 
ties  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  its  facilities  for  supplying  pumping  energy, 
under  contracts  entered  into  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  February  2L 
1911  (36  Stat.  925,  43  U.S.C.  523). 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  connection  with  the  San  Luis  unit,  to 
construct  minimum  basic  public  recreational  facilities  and  to  arrange  for  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  same  by  the  State  or  an  appropriate  local 
agency  or  organization.  The  cost  of  such  facilities  shall  be  nonreturnable  and 
nonreimbursable  under  the  Federal  reclamation  laws. 

Sec.  6.  The  provisions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  shall  not  he  applicable 
to  water  deliveries  or  to  the  use  of  drainage  facilities  serving  lands  under  con¬ 
tract  with  the  State  to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside  of  the  Federal  San  Luis 
unit  service  area  described  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  en¬ 
titled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley  Project ”,  dated  December  17,  1956. 

(a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  provide  Central  Valley  project  service,  by 
way  of  the  Pacheco  Tunnel  route,  to  lands  and  municipalities  in  Santa  Clara. 
San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey  Counties :  Provided,  That  construction 
of  the  icorks  to  provide  such  service  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  a  report  dem¬ 
onstrating  their  physical  and  economic  feasibility  has  been  completed,  reviewed 
by  the  State,  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  and  by  the  Congress,  and  in  no 
event  prior  to  July  1,  196 If,  unless,  in  the  meantime,  the  Governor  of  the  State 
of  California  shall  have  notified  the  Secretary  that  the  State  approves  the  con¬ 
struction  of  such  works  by  the  United  States. 

Sec.  £63  7.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  construction  of 
the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  joint  use  facilities,  authorized  by  this 
Act,  other  than  distribution  systems  and  drains,  the  sum  of  $290,430,000,  plus 
such  additional  amount,  if  any,  as  may  be  required  by  reason  of  changes  in’  costs 
of  construction  of  the  types  involved  in  the  San  Luis  unit  as  shown  by  engineer¬ 
ing  indexes.  There  are  also  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition  thereto, 
such  amounts  as  are  required  (a)  for  construction  of  such  distribution  systems 
and  drains  as  are  not  constructed  by  local  interests,  and  (b)  for  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  unit.  All  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  from  the  State 
under  this  Act  shall  be  covered  into  the  same  accounts  as  moneys  appropriated 
hereunder  and  shall  be  available,  without  further  appropriation,  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  Act. 


U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 

„  Washington,  D.C.,  March  16,  1959. 

Hon.  James  ES.  Murray, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington.  D.C. 


Dear  Senator  Murray  :  This  responds  to  your  request  for  the  views  of  this 
Department  on  S.  44,  a  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  con¬ 
struct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter  into 
an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  with  respect  to  the  construction  and 
operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other  purposes. 

We  recommend  that  this  bill  be  enacted. 

If  it  is  enacted,  S.  44  will  permit  the  carrying  out  of  the  proposals  made  in 
this  Department’s  project  planning  report  on  the  San  Luis  unit,  Central  Valley 
project,  dated  August  1,  1956.  After  clearance  through  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  copies  of  this  report  were  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  December  17, 
1956.  The  general  plan  of  Federal  development  of  the  unit  was  described  in  our 
report  to  your  committee  dated  June  28,  1957,  on  S.  1887,  85th  Congress,  and 
need  not  be  repeated  in  this  report. 
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The  bill  would  provide,  also,  that  certain  of  the  main  supply  works  could  be 
■constructed  in  a  manner  and  to  capacities  to  permit  their  joint  use  by  the 
United  States  and  the  State  of  California.  It  would  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  respect  to  the  construction,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  financing  of  these  joint-use  facilities.  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
bill,  an  equitable  division  of  the  costs  of  construction,  operation  and  maintenance 
of  such  facilities  would  be  arrived  at  by  negotiation.  While  rights  to  the  use 
of  capacities  in  the  joint-use  features  would  be  similarly  the  subject  of  nego¬ 
tiation  and  agreement,  subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of  the  bill  would  require  that 
the  United  States  be  unrestricted  in  its  right  to  the  use  of  sufficient  capacities 
to  serve  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit. 

In  addition  to  favoring  the  enactment  of  legislation  authorizing  the  construc¬ 
tion  by  the  Federal  Government  of  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley 
project,  we  support  the  concept  embraced  in  S.  44  that  the  main  supply  fea¬ 
tures  may  be  constructed,  pursuant  to  suitable  agreement,  also  to  serve  proposed 
water  developments  by  the  State  of  California.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
bill  would  furnish  adequate  authority  to  accomplish  both  of  these  objectives. 
It  would  provide  a  legislative  framework  within  which  the  United  States  and 
the  State  could  work  out  appropriate,  mutually  acceptable  arrangements  for 
operation  of  the  joint-use  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  so  that  the  State’s  water 
development  requirements  could  be  served  without  adversely  affecting  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Federal  project  and  without  any  impairment  of  the  Federal 
investment.  The  provisions  of  the  bill  properly  recognize,  we  believe,  that 
such  matters  as  the  sharing  of  costs  and  of  capacities  of  the  joint-use  works 
cannot  be  determined  by  any  fixed  statutory  formulas  but  must  be  worked  out 
by  the  contracting  parties  upon  taking  into  account  all  relevant  factors. 

In  order  to  clarify  certain  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  dealing  with  the 
sharing  of  costs,  we  suggest  the  following  amendments  for  the  committee’s 
consideration : 

1.  In  place  of  the  sentence  appearing  in  lines  12  through  18  on  page  2,  sub¬ 
stitute  the  following : 

“Upon  agreement  by  the  State  or  some  other  public  agency  to  equitably  share 
the  cost  as  later  provided  in  this  Act,  those  joint-use  facilities  may  be  con¬ 
structed  initially  either  to  permit  future  expansion  or  to  capacities  necessary 
to  serve  both  the  San  Luis  unit  service  area  and  the  State’s  service  area.” 

2.  In  line  22  on  page  4,  after  the  word  “State”  insert  the  words  “shall  agree 
to  equitably  share  the  total  cost  of  constructing  the  joint-use  facilities  and  as 
a  part  of  its  share.” 

3.  In  lines  1  and  19  on  page  6  substitute  the  word  “equitable”  for  the  word 
“appropriate”. 

The  sentence  beginning  at  line  12  on  page  2  indicates  that  the  costs  of  the 
joint-use  facilities  should  be  apportioned  between  the  United  States  and  the 
State  on  an  equitable  basis.  The  amendments  suggested  above  are  designed, 
first,  to  rephrase  the  language  of  that  sentence  to  make  it  clearer  without 
changing  its  meaning  in  this  respect  and,  second,  to  make  the  other  provisions 
consistent  with  that  sentence. 

In  addition,  we  suggest  that  on  page  8,  in  line  20,  between  the  comma  and 
the  word  “the”  which  follows,  there  be  inserted  the  words  “as  amended,”  to 
take  cognizance  of  the  recently  enacted  amendments  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Coordination  Act  (Public  Law  85-624,  85th  Cong.) . 

The  data  called  for  by  Public  Law  801,  84th  Congress,  are  attached  for  your 
information. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report  to  your  committee.  However,  that  Bureau  has  requested 
that  your  committee  be  advised  that  it  would  recommend  that  the  provisions 
of  S.  44  be  modified  to  provide  for  treating  the  cost  of  minimum  basic  recreational 
facilities  as  part  of  the  overall  Federal  cost  to  be  allocated  to  the  major  purposes 
of  the  project  subject  to  the  cost-sharing  or  reimbursement  requirements 


applicable  to  such  purposes. 
Sincerely  yours, 


Feed  G.  Aandahl, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
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Subject  Matter  :  Biel  To  Authorize  Construction  of  the  San  Luis  Unit, 

Central  Valley  Project 


Estimated,  additional  man-years  of  civilian  employment  and  expenditures  for  the 
first  5  years  of  proposed  new  or  expanded  programs 


1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

Estimated  additional  man-vears  of  civilian 

emplovment: 

Executive  director: 

Executive _  .  . 

1 

Clerical _ 

1 

1 

1 

Total,  executive  direction. 

2 

2 

2 

Administrative  services  and  support: 

Accountant . . 

3 

Clerical.  _  _  . 

Property  management _  . 

o 

Records  maintenance _ 

Total,  administrative  services 

and  support  . . 

20 

Substantive  (program): 

!  ===== 

===== 

=-.=  -  7  — 

Engineering  aids  _ 

10 

30 

Engineers _  . 

Geologist _ 

5 

5 

5 

Total,  substantive  ...  ... 

30 

94 

94 

Total,  estimated  additional  man- 

years  of  civilian  employment 

32 

116 

116 

Estimated  additional  expenditures: 

Personal  services 

$200  000 

$700, 000 

$700, 000 

All  other. . . . 

2,  450i  000 

Total,  estimated  additional  ex- 

penditures _ 

2,  650,  000 

9,  700, 000 

32,  700, 000 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.G.,  March  12,  1959. 

Hon.  James  E.  Murray, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  January  19,  1959, 
requesting  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  S.  44,  a  bill  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley 
project,  California,  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  with 
respect  to  the  construction  and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  bill  would  authorize  Federal  construction  of  the  San  Luis  irrigation  de¬ 
velopment  in  California,  and  would  permit  participation  by  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  the  financing,  construction,  and  operation  of  the  project  under  a  part¬ 
nership  arrangement. 

Section  5  of  the  bill  would  authorize  Federal  construction  of  minimum  basic 
recreational  facilities  on  a  nonreimbursable  basis.  We  believe  that  the  costs  of 
such  facilities  should  be  treated  as  part  of  the  overall  Federal  costs  and  allocated 
to  the  major  purposes  of  the  project  subject  to  the  cost-sharing  or  reimburse¬ 
ments  applicable  to  such  purposes.  Accordingly,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
would  recommend  that  the  bill  be  amended  to  delete  the  last  sentence  of  section  5. 

Subject  to  modification  of  the  bill  as  indicated  above,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
would  recommend  enactment  of  S.  44. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Phillip  S.  Hughes, 

Assistant  Director  for  Legislative  Reference. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  subcommittee  is  pleased  to  have  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  and  able  Governor  of  the  State  of  California,  Hon.  Ed¬ 
mund  G.  Brown,  here  this  afternoon  for  the  hearing  on  S.  44,  to 
authorize  the  San  Luis  unit,  Central  Valley  project,  California. 
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The  subcommittee  and  particularly  the  chairman  and  ranking  min¬ 
ority  member,  Senator  Kuchel,  are  familiar  with  the  proposed  de¬ 
velopment.  I  had  the  pleasure  a  year  or  so  ago  of  viewing  the  area 
from  the  air.  In  fact  we  have  given  much  attention  to  the  proposed 
authorization.  Hearings  were  held  May  11,  12,  and  14,  1956  on  the 
San  Luis  phase  of  a  joint  development  with  the  Trinity  project. 
Again,  on  March  17-18,  1958,  hearings  were  held  on  S.  1887  which 
proposed  authorization  of  the  unit.  All  of  the  material  developed 
at  these  hearings  will  be  incorporated  in  the  record  by  reference. 

As  you  know,  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  re¬ 
ported  favorably,  and  the  Senate  on  August  15,  1958,  passed  S.  1887. 

One  stumbling  block  to  final  action  on  the  San  Luis  authorization 
has  been  certain  conflicts  of  views  among  interests  in  California. 
These  conflicts  have  been  reflected  at  hearings  on  both  sides  of  the 
Capitol.  It  is  our  hope  that  these  divergent  views  have  been  recon¬ 
ciled,  so  that  this  vital  development  can  go  forward  as  an  important 
feature  of  a  national  and  California  water  development  program. 

Before  we  hear  from  Governor  Brown,  I  understand  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California,  Mr.  Kuchel,  a  member  of  the  subcommittee,  de¬ 
sires  to  propose  a  few  amendments  to  S.  44,  on  which  there  has  been 
agreement  among  the  California  interests. 

Senator  Kuchel  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  my  colleague  and  my¬ 
self,  I  desire,  so  that  the  bill  before  us  will  be  that  which  was  agreed 
to  last  week  by  all  parties  in  interest,  to  offer  three  amendments  spe¬ 
cifically  and  a  number  of  other  technical  amendments  which  will,  I 
feel  assured,  bring  this  bill  into  complete  harmony  so  far  as  California 
is  concerned. 

Referring  to  the  printed  bill,  S.  44,  on  line  13,  page  2  “may”  is 
stricken  and  “shall"  is  inserted  so  that  the  provision  for  joint  use 
construction  shall  be  affirmative  and  positive  rather  than  permissive. 

On  line  25,  page  3  of  the  printed  bill  the  cutoff  date  is  changed  from 
July  1,  1960,  to  January  1,  1962.  And  then  the  present  section  6 
will  be  renumbered  section  7  and  a  new  section  will  be  introduced  at 
line  3,  page  10,  to  read  as  follows : 

The  provisions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  shall  not  be  applicable  to 
water  deliveries  or  to  the  use  of  drainage  facilities  serving  lands  under  contract 
with  the  State  to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit 
service  area  described  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  entitled 
“San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley  project,”  dated  December  17, 1956. 

So  there  will  be  no  misunderstanding  I  will  make  it  abundantly  clear 
that  the  provisions  of  Federal  law  shall  apply  to  the  waters  to  be  used 
on  the  Central  Valley  project’s  expanded  area  but  that  with  respect  to 
those  waters  released  from  the  reservoir  to  serve  the  State  system, 
State  law  and  only  State  law  shall  prevail. 

In  addition  to  these  three  amendments,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  a 
number  of  amendments  of  a  technical  nature  to  which  all  parties  have 
agreed,  such  as  an  amendment  related  to  the  construction  of  the  San 
Luis  interceptor  drain  and  clarifying  amendments  as  to  identity  of 
the  Federal  San  Luis  service  area,  and  the  further  clarification  of  the 
phrase  “the  work,”  as  it  appears  at  line  8,  page  2  of  the  bill  by  adding 
the  phrase  “of  the  San  Luis  unit,”  immediately  thereafter. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  incorporating  my  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  in  the  printing  of  S.  44  for  this  hearing  record.  However,  at 


8 


SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 


this  point  in  the  record  may  I  have  printed  concisely  the  proposed 
amendments  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  It  is  so  ordered. 

(The  proposed  amendments  are  as  follows :) 

Proposed  Amendments  to  S.  44,  San  Luis  Bill 

Page  1,  line  5,  after  “California,”  insert  “hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area,”. 

Page  2,  line  8,  after  “works”  insert  “of  the  San  Luis  unit”. 

Page  2,  beginning  line  12,  strike  "Those  joint-use  facilities  may  be  con¬ 
structed”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “The  joint-use  facilities 
consisting  of  the  dam  and  reservoir  shall  be  constructed,  and  other  joint-use 
facilities  may  be  constructed  so  as”. 

Page  2,  line  13,  strike  comma  and  insert  semicolon  in  lieu  thereof 

Page  2,  beginning  line  13,  strike  “and  upon”  through  word  “constructed” 
in  line  16. 

Page  2,  line  16,  after  “or”  insert  “the  joint-use  facilities”. 

Page  2,  line  17,  after  “both  the”  insert  “Federal”. 

Page  2,  line  18,  after  “area”  insert  “as  hereinafter  provided”. 

Page  3,  line  9,  strike  beginning  “or  has”  through  “San  Luis  unit”  line 
11,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following :  “or  has  made  provision  for  con¬ 
structing  the  San  Luis  interceptor  drain  to  the  Delta  designed  to  meet  the 
drainage  requirements  of  the  San  Luis  unit  as  generally  outlined  in  San  Luis 
project  report  by  the  Bureau  of  Relcamation  of  May  1955,  as  transmitted  to  the 
Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  December  17,  1956.” 

Page  3,  line  17,  after  “the”  insert  “Federal”;  after  “San  Luis”  insert  “unit”. 

Page  3,  line  25,  after  “by”  strike  “July  1,  1960”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“January  1,  1962”. 

Page  4,  line  22,  after  “State”  insert  the  following:  “shall  agree  equitably 
to  share  the  total  cost  of  constructing  the  joint-use  facilities  and  as  a  part  of 
its  share”. 

Page  5,  line  5,  after  “interfere”  insert  “unduly”. 

Page  6,  line  1,  strike  “appropriate”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “equitable”. 

Page  6,  line  16,  after  “interfere”  insert  “unduly”. 

Page  6,  line  19,  after  “an”  strike  “appropriate”  and  insert  “equitable”. 

Page  7,  line  19,  after  “the”  insert  “Federal”. 

Page  8,  line  20,  after  “U.S.C.  662),”  insert  “as  amended,”. 

Page  10,  line  2,  after  line  2  insert  new  section  6,  as  follows : 

“Sec.  6.  The  provisions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  shall  not  be  applicable 
to  water  deliveries  or  to  the  use  of  drainage  facilities  serving  lands  under 
contract  with  the  State  to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside  of  the  Federal  San 
Luis  unit  service  area  described  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  entitled  ‘San  Luis  Unit.  Central  Valley  Project,’  dated  December  17, 
1956. 

“(a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  provide  Central  Valley  project  service, 
by  way  of  the  Pacheco  Tunnel  route,  to  lands  and  municipalities  in  Santa 
Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey  Counties :  Provided,  That  con¬ 
struction  of  the  works  to  provide  such  service  shall  not  be  undertaken  until 
a  report  demonstrating  their  physical  and  economic  feasibility  has  been  com¬ 
pleted,  reviewed  by  the  State,  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  and  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  in  no  event  prior  to  July  1,  1964,  unless,  in  the  meantime,  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  the  State  of  California  shall  have  notified  the  Secretary  that  the  State 
approves  the  construction  of  such  works  by  the  United  States.” 

Page  10,  line  3,  strike  “Sec.  6”,  and)  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec.  7”. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  have  a  prepared  statement  which  shall  be  de¬ 
layed  until  we  hear  from  my  friend  the  Governor  of  California,  who 
I  am  delighted  to  welcome  here  in  conjunction  with  my  colleague 
and  with  the  members  of  the  committee. 

Senator  Anderson.  Thank  you,  Senator  Kuchel. 

Before  we  go  farther  this  afternoon  we  are  privileged  to  have  the 
chairman  of  the  full  committee,  Senator  Murray,  of  Montana  here. 
If  you  have  any  statement,  Senator  Murray,  on  this  bill  we  will  be  glad 
to  have  it. 
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The  Chairman.  No.  I  am  relying  on  you  to  carry  it  through  in 
proper  shape  with  the  assistance  of  my  friend  Senator  Kuchel. 

Senator  Ivuchel.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  think  both  the  California  Senators  are  justi¬ 
fiably  interested  in  the  legislation,  at  least,  and  one  of  them  we  are 
very  happy  to  welcome  here,  Senator  Engle,  who  for  a  good  many 
years  used  to  come  over  and  meet  us  in  conferences  when  he  was  chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs.  I  per¬ 
haps  ought  to  say  I  hope  he  will  be  a  little  more  amenable  to  reason 
now  that  he  is  a  Member  of  the  Senate  than  we  found  him  as  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  House.  He  was  a  tough  customer  in  those  days.  We  en¬ 
joyed  him  and  we  are  happy  to  welcome  him  here  and  happy  to  wel¬ 
come  him  to  the  committee  and  very  pleased  that  he  is  here  to  present  a 
distinguished  friend. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CLAIR  ENGLE,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Senator  Engle.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  cer¬ 
tainly  delighted  to  be  here  as  a  Member  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  to 
say  that  I  have  always  enjoyed  my  association  with  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  as  chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on  Interior 
and  was  very  grateful  for  the  kind  of  cooperation  that  was  given  to  me 
by  Senator  Murray,  of  Montana,  chairman  of  this  committee  and 
by  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  your  capacity,  as  chairman  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation,  where  we  had  a  great  deal  of 
common  problems. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  speak  very  briefly 
on  an  old  pet  project,  the  San  Luis  project,  and  to  introduce  to  you  in 
a  moment  the  distinguished  Governor  of  California. 

Since  the  bill  now  before  you,  S.  44,  is  virtually  identical  in  sub¬ 
stance  with  S.  1887,  which  this  committee  approved  and  the  Senate 
adopted  last  year,  you  have  very  wisely  ruled  that  only  new  material 
be  presented  here  today. 

In  making  that  ruling  the  Chair  has  thus  recognized  that  this  is  an 
old  project,  too  old,  in  our  opinion ;  in  fact  almost  10  years  have  elapsed 
since  it  was  recommended  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  a 
necessary  addition  to  the  Central  Valley  project  in  August  of  1949  and 
3  years  since  it  was  proposed  also  by  the  State  of  California  as  a  key 
unit  of  our  State  water  plan. 

So  I  will  confine  myself  to  emphasizing  three  points  which  I  think 
are  new  or  at  least  have  new  significance  at  this  time. 

First,  we  benefit  today  from  the  experience  of  our  previous  failure 
to  precisely  define  our  common  objective.  That  objective  is  and 
always  has  been  joint  use  of  the  San  Luis  site  for  both  a  Federal 
reclamation  project  and  the  State  and  the  north-south  conveyance 
system.  S.  44  is  aimed  precisely  at  joint  use  with  financing  to  cor¬ 
respond.  It  no  longer  contrives  to  impose  idealistic  schemes  of  joint 
dam  construction  or  joint  reservoir  operation  which  we  have  learned 
are  physically  impractical  and  legally  unnecessary.  Second,  we  have 
now  achieved  a  new  unity  of  support  of  local,  State,  and  Federal 
interest,  and  I  emphasize  that  because  it  has  not  always  been  that  way. 
That  is  because  the  San  Luis  legislation  now  before  you  provides  a 
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positive  benefit  to  everyone  concerned,  a  benefit  that  is  assured  at  an 
early  date  under  any  circumstances  to  the  water-short  lands  on  the 
west  side  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  and  ever  greater  potential  benefit 
sooner  or  later  to  the  populous  counties  of  southern  California  without 
in  any  way  prejudicing  the  future  rights  or  opportunity  of  any  area. 
That  is  why  we  now  have  a  united  front  of  local  interests  in  both 
northern  and  southern  California,  as  well  as  the  State  and  Federal 
agencies  all  asking  for  this  authorization. 

Third,  we  finally  have  reached  an  agreeable  compromise  on  timing. 
That  is,  we  are  agreed  that  the  San  Luis  unit  can  be  authorized  now 
for  construction  as  early  as  possible,  to  at  least  a  reservoir  capacity 
of  1,200,000  acre-feet,  with  provision  for  future  enlargement  or  pref¬ 
erably  under  full  agreement  for  joint  use  to  have  the  full  capacity  and 
immediately  have  2,100,000  acre- feet.  The  big  point  is  that  we  can 
and  must  get  started  immediately  on  one  alternative  or  the  other 
without  injury  to  any  party.  An  early  start  is  self-assured  by  the 
cutoff  date  to  waiting  period  for  a  joint- use  agreement.  I  am  not 
wedded  to  the  date  specifically  in  the  bill,  but  I  am  certain  that  a 
cutoff  date  is  necessary.  It  is  necessary  as  a  device  of  urgency  and 
a  guarantee  against  further  costly  delay  on  this  most  important  Cali¬ 
fornia  water  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  introducing  the  Governor,  I  want  to  say  a 
word  about  the  tremendous  financial  burden  the  State  of  California 
is  prepared  to  assume  in  this  gigantic  cooperative  water  program. 
Federal  participation  will  be  minor  in  comparison  with  State  and 
local  expenditures,  which  in  time  will  total  several  billion  dollars. 
Already  the  Governor  has  asked  the  legislature  to  appropriate  $38 
million  this  year  to  get  work  started  and  to  authorize  a  State  bond 
issue  of  over  $500  million  to  move  into  high  gear  in  1960.  This  year’s 
States  budget  includes  $10,700,000  for  the  purchase  of  lands  and 
rights-of-way  for  the  San  Luis  reservoir  site  and  related  State  aque¬ 
duct  systems. 

I  may  say  that  the  Governor  of  California  is  a  public  official  of 
long  experience  in  our  State.  He  served  as  district  attorney  of  San 
Francisco,  one  of  our  great  and  major  cities.  He  served  for  a  period 
of  8  years  as  attorney  general  of  the  State  of  California,  during  which 
time  he  acquired  an  intimate  knowledge  of  all  of  California  water 
and  other  problems,  and  he  is  today,  as  you  know,  the  new  Governor 
of  the  State  of  California,  in  connection  with  which  he  has  launched 
the  largest  water-project  program  in  the  history  of  our  State,  and  so 
it  is  a  great  pleasure  for  me  to  introduce  my  good  friend,  the  Governor 
of  California. 

STATEMENT  OE  HON.  EDMUND  G.  BROWN,  GOVERNOR  OF  THE 

STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Governor  Brown.  Senator  Engle,  thank  you  for  those  kind  words. 

Senator  Murray,  Senator  Anderson,  and  Senator  Kuchel,  I  want  to 
thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  in  support  of  S.  44 
by  Senator  Kuchel  and  Senator  Engle. 

My  major  mission  is  to  make  clear  the  urgency  of  your  approval 
of  the  great  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  project  as  a  combined 
Federal-State  undertaking. 
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You  gentlemen  do  not  have  to  be  told  again  that  the  whole  future 
of  the  State  of  California  depends  on  sound  development  of  its  water 
resources  as  soon  as  possible.  The  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir 
project  is  central  to  such  development. 

You  have  been  told  in  the  past  in  impressive  detail  of  what  it  will 
mean  to  the  thirsty  farmland  south  and  west  of  the  reservoir.  I 
want  you  to  know  that  it  is  just  as  important  to  the  great  metropoli¬ 
tan  areas  of  southern  California.  The  water  from  the  huge  Feather 
River  and  Delta  diversion  project  in  northern  California  flow  down 
through  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  into  San  Luis  Reservoir  and  it  is 
from  San  Luis,  its  pumping  station  and  main  canal,  that  a  great 
State-constructed  central  aqueduct  will  carry  the  water  south  over  the 
Tehachapi  Mountains  to  Los  Angeles  and  San  Diego.  Of  the  total 
capital  outlay  of  $400  million  of  the  joint-use  facilities,  the  United 
States  would  invest  only  40  percent  and  the  State  would  pay  the  re¬ 
maining  60  percent  during  construction.  No  State  has  ever  made  a 
comparable  proposal.  The  State  already  has  commenced  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  lands  for  the  site.  And  in  my  budget,  which  I  have  submitted 
to  the  California  Legislature,  the  funds  are  provided  to  complete  this 
acquisition.  I  am  asking  you  to  pledge  the  necessary  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation.  Together,  the  Federal  and  State  Governments  will  then 
be  on  the  way  to  another  great  water  system  as  important  as  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project. 

Let  me  very  quickly  emphasize  just  three  points,  and  the  first  is 
probably  the  most  important. 

For  the  first  time  in  these  long  discussions  with  which  many  of  you 
are  most  familiar,  Californians  come  before  you  united,  offering  a 
single  plan  with  unanimous  support. 

In  conferences  during  the  last  2  weeks,  representatives  of  the  West- 
lands  Water  District,  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern 
California,  the  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power,  the 
State  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  and  Kern  County  interests  have 
worked  with  my  administration  and  the  authors  of  this  legislation  to 
remove  potential  sources  of  conflict.  The  bill  before  you  reflects  the 
minor  amendments  to  which  all  concerned  have  agreed. 

My  second  point  has  to  do  with  the  urgency  for  prompt  action. 
Time  has  become  an  increasingly  important  factor.  In  the  proposed 
Federal  service  area  on  the  west  side  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  there 
is  already  a  pressing  need  for  water.  Water  users  organizations  have 
been  formed  and  stand  ready  to  contract  for  the  water  to  be  made 
available  from  San  Luis.  In  addition,  and  equally  important,  an 
early  start  on  construction  is  needed  in  order  to  phase  the  San  Luis 
project  into  the  State’s  proposed  aqueduct  system  to  carry  on  to 
southern  California.  In  order  to  do  the  complete  job,  and  do  it  in 
time,  we  must  have  Federal  assistance.  It  must  be  done  now  in  order 
to  complete  the  necessary  construction  by  the  time  the  situation  will 
become  critical  in  the  southern  part  of  the  State.  California  is  only 
a  decade  away  from  being  the  most  populous  State  in  the  Union. 
Only  immediate  and  rapid  action  to  meet  its  water  problems  will 
support  the  requirements  of  the  hundreds  of  thousands  who  come  to 
our  State  each  year. 

The  third  point  I  wish  to  call  to  your  attention  with  special  force 
and  all  of  the  clarity  that  I  can  connnand  is  that  the  State  itself  is 
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launching  an  unprecedented  water  development  program  of  its  own. 
We  know  that  we  cannot  and  should  not  depend  entirely  on  the 
Federal  Government.  I  hope  and  expect  that  the  State  of  California 
will  commit  itself  to  invest  more  than  $11  billion  in  the  next  25  years 
over  and  above  the  Federal  programs  to  insure  adequate  statewide 
water  development.  The  State  is  now  in  the  process  of  earmarking 
a  $190  million  investment  fund  for  these  purposes. 

And  I  might  add  that  this  investment  fund  is  money  that  was  re¬ 
ceived  from  offshore  oil  reserves  in  bonus  bidding  and  royalties 
that  we  already  achieved.  So  one  natural  resource,  oil,  will  now  be 
committed  to  water,  if  I  am  successful  in  my  program. 

I  am  sure  that  the  voters  will  approve  a  bond  issue  and  I  intend 
and  I  know  that  I  will  get  bipartisan  support  in  this.  This  bond 
issue  which  will  finance  the  remainder  of  the  cost.  Future  genera¬ 
tions  that  will  achieve  the  benefits  will  share  in  the  repayment  of 
those  bonds. 

No  State  has  ever  launched  so  great  a  water  program.  California 
recognizes,  however,  that  it  cannot  do  the  job  alone.  The  joint  ven¬ 
ture  at  San  Luis  represents,  I  believe,  the  best  possible  example  of  a 
proper  method  for  Federal-State  action  in  water  resource  develop¬ 
ment. 

I  am  also,  with  your  leave,  submitting  a  copy  of  my  special  water 
message  to  the  Legislature  of  California  in  which  I  have  set  forth 
in  more  detail  California’s  water  development  program  and  I  would 
like  to  submit  it  and  make  it  a  part  of  the  record  in  this  case.  There 
have  been  certain  amendments  and  there  may  be  more  but  I  appeared 
personally  before  the  California  Legislature  because  I  felt  the  State 
water  development  program  was  so  important  that  I  wanted  to  in 
every  way  that  I  could,  to  dramatize  the  need  for  a  water  program 
in  this  State. 

Senator  Anderson.  Without  objection  the  entire  document  will 
appear  at  the  end  of  your  statement. 

Governor  Brown.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  have  with  me  Mr.  Harvey  Banks,  who  is  the  State  director  of 
water  resources  and  Mr.  Ralph  Brody,  who  is  the  deputy  director  of 
the  department  of  water  resources,  and  my  special  counsel  in  all  of 
my  water  problems;  they  are  here  and  they  are  prepared  to  discuss 
in  any  detail  that  you  desire  any  questions  that  you  might  have. 

I  want  to  conclude  by  telling  you  that  I  deeply  appreciate  this 
opportunity  to  appear  before  this  Senate  committee  in  furtherance 
of  what  all  of  us,  Democrats  and  Republicans  alike  are  trying  to 
achieve  in  this  great  big  State  of  ours. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Anderson.  Thank  you,  Governor,  very  much. 

(The  special  water  message  follows:) 

Special  Water  Message  by  Gov.  Edmund  G.  Brown  Before  a  Joint  Session  or 

the  California  Legislature  in  Sacramento,  Thursday,  January  22,  1959 

May  I  first  of  all  thank  you  for  your  courtesy  in  arranging  this  joint  session 
of  the  legislature.  I  have  asked  to  come  here  today,  under  these  extraordinary 
circumstances,  so  that  we  can  meet  together  as  the  single  voice  of  all  the  people 
of  California.  I  have  come  to  present  a  water  program  which  I  believe  is  ra¬ 
tional,  realistic,  and  responsive  to  the  needs  of  all  the  people  of  California. 
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Our  State  is  magnificently  varied  in  its  resources,  its  scenery,  its  industry,  and 
its  people.  Providence,  as  I  said  in  my  inaugural  message,  seems  intent  on  mak¬ 
ing  us  a  great  people  in  a  great  State. 

Yet,  in  spite  of  our  great  endowment,  it  has  become  the  fashion  in  recent  years 
to  dwell  on  our  water  problems  as  being  awesome  and  impossibly  complicated. 
We  have  brooded  over  the  expense  and  become  lost  in  a  forest  of  fear.  In  prior 
sessions  of  the  legislature,  the  result  has  been  delay  and  frustration. 

This  stalemate  must  come  to  an  end.  If  we  take  courage  and  put  our  fears 
behind  us,  we  can  replace  narrow,  sectional  differences  with  confident,  pioneer¬ 
ing  leadership.  This  the  people  of  California  demand  and  deserve. 

It  is  not  the  lack  of  water  which  creates  the  problem  we  meet  to  discuss.  In¬ 
deed,  the  average  runoff  exceeds  our  requirements  by  a  safe  margin. 

The  core  of  our  problem  is  distribution.  We  do  not  have  enough  water  when 
and  where  we  need  it.  We  have  too  much  water  when  and  where  we  do  not  need 
it.  Thus,  it  is  obvious  that  we  must  build  dams  to  capture  water  which  would 
otherwise  escape,  and  we  must  build  canals  and  aqueducts  to  transport  the  water 
we  have  saved  to  the  communities  where  it  is  needed. 

To  accomplish  these  vital  tasks,  our  State  has  a  great  natural  advantage.  The 
physical  setting  of  the  delta  of  the  Sacramento  and  San  Joaquin  Rivers  is  a  gift 
from  nature  that  we  have  never  fully  appreciated. 

Above  the  delta,  we  have  both  a  supply  of  water  and  the  sites  to  store  it. 
Within  the  delta,  we  have  the  natural  point  of  convergence.  When  we  wish  to 
export  water  to  an  area  of  need  lying  to  the  south,  the  delta  can  serve  as  the 
pool,  or,  if  you  please,  as  the  tap  from  which  the  water  can  flow. 

Every  year  there  are  3  million  acre-feet  of  water  in  the  Sacramento-San 
Joaquin  Delta  which  are  not  being  used.  At  present,  the  water  goes  wasting  out 
to  sea  through  the  Golden  Gate.  We  must  build  the  facilities  for  off  stream  stor¬ 
age  and  move  this  water  to  areas  where  it  is  urgently  needed.  Unless  we  save 
this  surplus  water,  we  waste  a  precious  natural  resource  and  fail  the  people  of 
our  State. 

We  should  remember  that  we  store  water,  not  alone  for  future  use,  but  also 
to  avoid  flood  damage.  To  protect  human  life  and  valuable  property,  we  must 
arrest  our  rivers  in  their  headlong  rush  to  the  sea.  Because  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  contributes  funds  for  flood  control,  we  must  impress  the  Congress  with  our 
urgent  needs.  We  will  also  have  to  provide  State  funds  to  insure  that  flood  con¬ 
trol  projects  will  be  available  for  multipurpose  use — not  simply  for  flood  control. 

From  our  water  development  program,  we  should  also  create  new  sources  of 
electrical  energy.  An  ample  supply  of  low-cost  power  is  absolutely  essential 
to  our  industrial  future  and  to  the  needs  of  all  our  people.  The  State,  too, 
will  need  an  enormous  amount  of  power  to  operate  the  pumps  which  are  required 
to  carry  the  water  from  areas  of  surplus  to  areas  of  need. 

Fortunately,  the  extra  cost  of  adding  power  facilities  to  our  water  projects 
is  small  in  relation  to  the  cost  of  the  projects  and  small  in  relation  to  the  result¬ 
ing  benefits.  In  addition,  revenues  from  the  sale  of  power  enable  us  to  furnish 
water  and  other  benefits  to  deserving  areas  of  our  economy  which  cannot  pay 
the  total  cost  of  water.  As  an  example,  I  cite  the  Central  Valley  project,  where 
the  production  of  power  has  benefited  our  whole  economy. 

In  planning  our  water  projects,  we  must  give  a  high  priority  to  recreation 
and  to  the  development  of  our  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  As  our  population 
grows  and  our  leisure  time  increases,  recreation  requires  added  recognition 
as  a  beneficial  use  of  water.  Projects  developed  for  recreational  purposes 
provide  our  people  with  wholesome  diversion  and  a  happier  and  fuller  life. 
At  the  same  time,  they  stimulate  the  growth  of  portions  of  our  State  where 
recreation  is  the  primary  industry. 

Against  the  background  of  these  general  observations,  I  propose  the  follow¬ 
ing  program  for  water  development. 

First :  I  propose  that  this  session  of  the  legislature  appropriate  $38  million 
from  the  investment  fund  to  start  on  a  construction  program.  It  is  time  to 
start  moving  dirt  and  stop  throwing  mud.  This  is  the  beginning  of  a  positive 
program  for  water  development.  In  considering  the  $38  million  appropriation, 
I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  major  costs  of  water  projects  are  eventually  re¬ 
paid  from  revenues  received  from  water  and  power  users. 

Second:  I  propose  that  we  commit  the  entire  investment  fund  to  water 
development.  This  fund  is  unique  in  that  it  was  built  up  through  the  depletion 
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of  a  great  natural  resource,  our  offshore  oil.  I  am  determined  that  it  shall 
be  dedicated  to  the  development  of  another  precious  resource,  our  water. 

Third :  I  propose  that  in  1960  we  authorize  a  general  obligation  bond  issue 
in  the  neighborhood  of  $500  million  to  complete  the  program  outlined  in  this 
message.  To  all  of  you,  I  pledge  that  I  will  fight  to  obtain  adequate  financing 
to  complete  the  great  aqueduct  south.  And  to  all  of  you,  I  pledge  that  I  will 
fight  to  obtain  adequate  financing  to  provide  the  other  facilities  throughout  the 
State  necessary  to  meet  the  needs  of  our  people. 

Fourth :  We  must  encourage  the  Federal  Government  to  finance  water  projects 
designed  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  irrigation.  Considering  the  condi¬ 
tion  of  our  budget,  it  is  plain  nonsense  to  resist  Federal  aid.  I  am  glad  to  see 
that  the  old  hostility  to  Federal  funds  is  now  mellowing.  We  should  use  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  wherever  we  can,  but  we  must  also  remember  that  we  have  our  own 
responsibilities  in  the  development  of  our  water  resources. 

Fifth :  We  should  undertake  the  development  of  our  water  resources  on  a 
comprehensive  statewide  basis.  Local  agencies,  of  course,  must  be  encouraged 
to  move  ahead  with  those  projects  which  have  a  primarily  local  impact.  Yet,  I 
am  convinced  that  there  must  be  an  integrated  statewide  development  of  the 
massive  works  which  affect  many  communities.  Only  thus  can  we  prevent  dup¬ 
lication  and  waste.  Only  thus  can  we  avoid  Balkanizing  our  State  into  compet¬ 
ing  water  provinces. 

Sixth:  Many  of  the  principles  now  applicable  to  the  operation  of  utilities 
should  guide  us  in  the  development  of  our  State  water  resources.  Thus,  we 
should  recognize  our  obligation  to  insure  that  water  will  be  available  to  meet 
the  proper  demands  of  every  part  of  the  State.  As  in  the  case  of  a  utility,  -we 
should  be  able  to  enlarge  our  facilities  to  bring  more  water  into  the  delta  pool 
and  recover  the  cost  from  the  system  as  a  whole.  Moreover,  just  as  the  first 
man  to  get  a  telephone  does  not  enjoy  a  lower  rate,  so  those  who  are  first  served 
by  State  water  projects  should  not  have  a  privileged  status. 

As  long  as  the  legislature  sits  to  guide  our  water  development,  we  can  be  cer¬ 
tain  that  the  system  will  be  completed  and  administered  in  fairness  and  equity. 
Those  who  would  doubt  this  are  questioning,  not  the  water  program,  but  rather 
the  fundamental  basis  of  democratic  government. 

In  explaining  this  program,  I  have  made  no  attempt  to  answer  every  con¬ 
ceivable  question  or  satisfy  all  extremists.  In  addition,  I  have  put  to  one  side 
the  question  of  a  constitutional  amendment.  After  long  thought,  I  have  con¬ 
cluded  that  an  amendment  is  not  necessary  to  an  affirmative  water  program. 
Beyond  that,  I  have  found  that  there  is  no  general  agreement  on  what  the  con¬ 
tents  of  such  an  amendment  should  be.  I  am  not  hostile  to  an  amendment  and 
I  am  not  closing  the  door  on  one.  But  I  am  convinced  that  our  positive  pro¬ 
gram  of  water  development  should  not  be  delayed  by  further  frustrating  debate 
over  the  terms  of  a  constitutional  amendment. 

Now  let  us  look  at  the  main  points  of  the  $38  million  construction  program 
which  I  propose  for  this  year. 

The  great  aqueduct  system  from  the  delta  to  the  south  is  a  key  to  pressing 
problems  of  water  supply.  By  carrying  water  to  southern  California  the  aque¬ 
duct  will  supply  the  area  where  the  human  need  is  the  greatest.  On  the  way 
southward,  the  aqueduct  system  will  also  serve  areas  of  critical  water  shortage. 

I  urge  you  to  appropriate  $10.7  million  to  enable  us  to  start  at  both  ends  of 
this  great  aqueduct  system;  $1.3  million  would  be  for  aqueduct  rights-of-way 
from  the  delta  to  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  site ;  $3.8  million  would  be  for  the 
rights-of-way  from  San  Luis  to  southern  Kern  County ;  and  $3.3  million  would 
be  for  rights-of-way  for  the  aqueduct  system  into  southern  California. 

The  remaining  $2.3  million  would  be  used  to  complete  the  acquisition  of  the 
San  Luis  Reservoir  site.  This  will  provide  an  important  portion  of  the  State’s 
share  of  the  joint  San  Luis  project.  I  am  determined  that  the  dam  at  San  Luis 
shall  now  be  constructed  to  its  full  height  so  that  we  can  store  2.1  million  acre- 
feet  in  the  reservoir. 

In  the  past  few  days  bills  have  been  introduced  by  Senators  Engle  and  Kuchel 
and  Congressman  Sisk  and  Johnson  to  authorize  Federal  participation  in  the 
San  Luis  project.  I  will  do  everything  in  my  power  to  insure  the  passage  of 
these  bills.  I  see  in  them  a  reasonable  compromise  of  the  intrastate  conflicts 
which  have  been  a  roadblock  to  this  vital  project.  We  must  not  allow  disputes 
within  the  California  family  to  delay  us  further. 

There  is  also  a  vital  need  for  a  South  Bay  aqueduct  to  bring  water  from  the 
delta  to  Alameda  and  Contra  Costa  Counties  and  portions  of  northern  Santa 


SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA  15 


Clara  County.  I  am  asking  you  to  appropriate  $7.9  million  for  rights-of-way 
and  for  initial  construction  of  this  facility. 

The  units  proposed  for  immediate  construction  will  serve  the  Livermore  Val¬ 
ley  and  the  Niles  Cone  area  where  fresh  water  is  urgently  needed  to  prevent  sea 
water  encroachment  into  the  underground  basin.  When  Santa  Clara  repre¬ 
sentatives  have  completed  their  studies,  the  South  Bay  aqueduct  can  be  extended 
to  northern  Santa  Clara  County. 

The  department  of  water  resources  has  recommended  that  water  service  to 
southern  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  and  Santa  Cruz  Counties  should  be  provided 
by  a  Pacheco  Pass  route.  I  will  urge  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  accelerate 
its  studies  as  to  the  feasibility  of  serving  these  areas  as  part  of  the  Federal 
Central  Valley  project. 

The  use  of  the  delta  as  a  collecting  pool  will  require  the  construction  of 
works  to  guard  against  sea  water  encroachment  in  the  westerly  portion  of  the 
delta.  We  are  well  aware  of  the  hydraulic  problems  of  the  delta  and  the 
complex  questions  regarding  water  rights  in  that  area.  The  department  of 
water  resources  has  been  studying  this  matter  for  a  long  time  and,  remarkably 
enough,  there  appears  to  be  a  relatively  inexpensive  physical  solution.  By 
April  1,  when  these  studies  will  be  completed,  I  expect  to  ask  an  appropriation 
to  begin  the  initial  work  for  bringing  fresh  water  to  the  threatened  delta 
areas  and  thus  also  to  permit  increased  diversions  from  the  delta. 

Let  us  now  turn  to  consider  facilities  above  the  delta. 

There  are,  of  course,  also  areas  in  need  of  water  which  cannot  be  served 
from  the  delta.  For  example,  Sierra  Valley  in  Plumas  and  Sierra  Counties  is 
critically  short  of  wTater  necessary  to  support  its  agricultural  economy.  To 
provide  service  for  this  area,  I  will  ask  for  $2.4  million  for  rights-of-way  and 
construction  of  upstream  features  of  the  Feather  River  unit.  The  principal 
one  of  these  would  be  Frenchman  Reservoir. 

I  will  also  ask  for  the  appropriation  of  $11.9  million  for  construction  of  the 
combination  railroad  and  highway  bridge  over  the  west  branch  of  the  Feather 
River.  The  bridge  will  enable  us  to  use  the  new  high-speed  highway  which  is 
being  completed  this  year. 

A  board  of  consulting  engineers  is  conducting  a  study  to  determine  whether 
construction  on  the  Feather  River  should  be  started  at  Bidwell  Bar  instead  of 
Oroville.  On  this  technical  question,  I  intend  to  accept  the  judgment  of  the 
department  of  water  resources  after  it  has  had  the  benefit  of  the  study  which 
will  be  completed  on  February  1.  I  will  then  ask  for  funds  to  carry  forward 
this  major  work  on  the  Feather  River  which  is  vitally  necessary  for  flood 
control. 

Let  me  now  turn  to  consider  additional  flood  control  works.  I  will  ask  for 
$7.3  million  as  the  State’s  share  of  the  Black  Butte  project  presently  under 
construction  on  Stony  Creek  in  Tehama  County.  I  will  also  ask  for  $6.4  million 
for  the  State’s  share  of  the  New  Hogan  Reservoir  on  the  Calaveras  River. 
Since  the  1958  legislature  appropriated  $10  million  of  this  amount,  only  $3.7 
million  in  new  money  is  involved. 

Just  today  I  learned  that  Federal  funds  for  New  Hogan  Dam  were  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  President’s  budget  which  was  submitted  to  Congress  this  week. 
This  action  takes  us  completely  by  surprise  since  funds  for  final  design  were 
included  in  last  year’s  Federal  budget.  I  intend  to  join  with  our  congressional 
delegation  in  strongly  urging  the  restoration  of  funds  to  construct  this  vitally 
needed  flood  control  project.  I  think  we  will  succeed  and,  for  that  reason.  I 
remain  firm  in  my  recommendation  that  you  appropriate  the  State’s  share  of 

this  project.  .  , 

Black  Butte  and  New  Hogan  are  multipurpose  projects,  which  are  urgently 
needed  for  flood  control,  but  are  not  immediately  required  for  water  conserva¬ 
tion  in  their  local  areas.  The  flood  control  benefits  will  be  paid  for  by  the 
United  States.  If  the  State  will  assure  repayment  to  the  United  States  for  the 
conservation  features,  we  can  move  forward  with  these  construction  projects. 
Since  the  State’s  entire  financial  obligation  will  be  eventually  repaid  from  the 
sale  of  water  made  available  by  these  projects,  I  urge  their  approval  now. 

We  must  also  bend  our  efforts  to  develop  an  economical  means  of  obtaining 
fresh  water  from  the  ocean.  Therefore,  I  request  an  appropriation  of  $1.6 
million  for  use  in  cooperation  with  the  United  States  in  the  construction  of  a 
sea  water  conversion  plant.  This  plant,  which  will  probably  be  located  in 
southern  California,  will  include  a  nuclear  reactor  as  a  source  of  energy. 

Authorize  construction  of  the  Auburn,  Buchanan,  and  Hidden  Dams  and  the 
Folsom  Canals ; 
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Appropriate  approximately  $60  million  for  flood  control  construction  and  $70' 
million  for  reclamation  in  tlie  State  next  year ;  and  _ 

Take  the  necessary  steps  to  insure  that  water  can  be  delivered  m  the  Sacra¬ 
mento  Valley  canals  area ; 

Further,  I  will  urge  the  Federal  Government  to  construct  the  power  features 
of  the  Trinity  division  and  distribute  the  power  in  accordance  with  existing 
Federal  law.  The  State  itself  will  purchase  a  large  volume  of  Trinity  power 
to  operate  the  pumps  for  its  water  projects.  I  am  firmly  opposed  to  the  sug¬ 
gested  partnership  arrangement.  Such  an  arrangement  would  deny  to  the 
State  the  preference  that  public  agencies  are  now  granted  by  Federal  law. 

I  also  intend  to  press  for  the  enactment  by  Congress  of  the  Engle-Kuchel 
bill  which  would  permit  low-cost  Federal  loans  for  irrigation  features  of  projects 
which  are  primarily  municipal  and  industrial  in  character. 

In  this  broad  statement  I  have  emphasized  the  first  and  immediate  steps  that 
we  must  take.  But  in  our  long-range  plans  for  water  development,  we  must 
and  we  will  give  thought  to  the  future  facilities  that  will  undoubtedly  be  needed 
as  our  State  grows.  These  will  include  additional  local  projects,  expansion 
of  the  aqueduct  systems,  new  works  in  the  delta,  master  drains  for  the  Central 
Valley,  and,  at  the  proper  time,  importation  of  water  from  the  Eel  River  system 
and  other  streams  of  the  north  coastal  area. 

By  all  these  recommendations,  I  have  sought  to  bring  the  forward  force  ot 
responsible  liberalism  to  the  specific  problem  of  water.  As  I  conclude,  I  would 
emphasize  that  our  problem  lies,  not  so  much  in  the  control  and  use  of  our  rivers, 
as  in  ourselves.  Let  us  resolve  to  prove  that  we  are  one  State,  one  people, 
and  that  we  can  produce  one  good  water  program.  Let  us  grow  with  the 
strength  of  unity,  as  we  begin  to  fulfill  our  destiny  of  greatness. 

Senator  Anderson.  Any  questions  of  Governor  Brown  ?' 

Senator  Kuchel. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Governor  Brown,  first  of  all  I  congratulate  you 
in  person,  as  I  did  over  the  telephone,  in  connection  with  your  recom¬ 
mendations  for  water  legislation,  both  here  and  in  Sacramento. 

Are  you  able  to  say,  Governor,  that  in  your  opinion  the  legislature 
would  in  your  judgment  perform  its  part  with  some  reasonable  dis¬ 
patch  so  that  both  the  Federal  and  State  Governments  might  move 
on  together? 

Governor  Brown.  I  feel  quite  confident  that  they  will.  Before  com- 
ing  here  1  ascertained  by  a  vote,  not  a  formal  vote,  but  by  counting 
noses,  we  have  been  able  to  believe  that  we  will  be  able  to  commit  all 
of  the  investment  fund  to  water  development  in  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

There  are  details  that  have  not  as  yet  been  worked  out.  I  proposed 
a  program.  Southern  California  has  been  very  conciliatory  in  trying 
to  reach  a  program.  The  delta  interests  are  working  on  a  report  that 
will  come  out  within  a  week.  But  I  can  tell  you  that  in  the  Legisla¬ 
ture  of  California  there  is  a  determination  to  solve  the  water  problem 
in  our  State  and  to  go  along  with  you,  and  I  feel  reasonably  confident. 
Until  a  vote  has  been  taken,  of  course,  I  wouldn’t  want  to  mislead 
you,  and  tell  you  that  all  is  good,  but  I  have  talked  it  over  with  all  the 
interests  in  the  State,  and  I  feel  reasonably  confident  that  we  will  have 
a  water  program.  I  know  we  will  commit  this  fund  to  it  at  any  rate. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Thank  you,  sir.  Specifically,  is  it  not  true  that 
at  the  present  time  your  State  administration  is  proceeding  with  the 
purchase  and  acquisition  of  the  real  property  involved  in  the  San  Luis 
site  area  ? 

Governor  Brown.  We  have  that  in  the  budget  and  the  assembly,  the 
lower  house  committee  is  working  on  it  and  I  know  it  will  go  out  of 
there. 
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Mr.  Kuchel.  Governor,  the  bill  which  passed  the  Senate  a  year  ago 
■contained  a  provision  of  study  so  far  as  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  was  concerned  on  a  proposal  to  authorize  water  service  from  the 
Central  Valley  project  through  the  San  Joaquin  tunnel  route  to  lands 
and  municipalities  in  the  counties  of  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa 
Cruz,  and  Monterey. 

Meanwhile,  however,  legislation  authorizing  such  feasibility  study 
did  pass  the  Congress  and  the  requisite  studies  were  made.  Would 
your  director  of  water  resources,  Mr.  Banks,  be  able  in  your  absence 
to  indicate  the  position  of  the  State  on  such  proposed  additional  pieces 
of  Federal  legislation  as  this  section  to  which  I  have  just  alluded? 

Governor  Brown.  Yes;  we  have  discussed  it  and  he  advises  me  that 
It  is  in  accord  with  the  overall  program  and  we  would  favor  such 
amendment  to  the  bill  itself.  We  think  it  would  be  a  welcome  addi¬ 
tion. 

Senator  Anderson.  Is  that  the  area  if  you  fill  the  dam  clear  full  it 
will  spill  out  the  back  side  of  the  town  the  other  way  ? 

Governor  Brown.  I  think  that  is  generally  the  idea. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  is  about  what  will  happen. 

Governor  Brown.  Is  that  what  will  happen? 

Mr.  Banks.  It  wouldn’t  quite  spill  over.  We  might  make  it  cut 
through  the  hill. 

Governor  Brown.  It  won’t  be  that  high.  We  can’t  get  it  over  that 
pass. 

Senator  Anderson.  Isn’t  that  what  it  is  ?  It  is  not  direct  diversion. 
You  raise  the  water  level  high  enough  to  take  it  out  the  back  side  as 
we  are  doing  in  the  project  out  in  Alaska. 

Mr.  Banks.  And  with  the  reservoir  down  there  would  be  a  pumping 
plant  provided  so  there  would  be  continuous  supply. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  would  have  to  say,  Governor,  I  flew  twice 
along  the  exact  spot  where  this  was  going  to  be  done.  It  looked  good 
to  me.  I  thought  it  was  a  sensible  development.  Coming  up  from 
the  Tracy  pumping  plant  to  the  actual  site,  then  going  beyond  it  you 
would  see  easily  how  the  water  could  be  moved  down  San  Joaquin 
Canyon  and  do  a  good  job  down  the  way  they  want  it. 

Governor  Brown.  You  fly  over  the  Santa  Clara-San  Benito  area. 
That  broad  valley  is  one  of  the  fastest  growing  areas  in  the  entire 
United  States.  As  we  get  the  water  down  there  it  has  unlimited  pos¬ 
sibilities  for  fine  living. 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  only  other  comment  I  want  to  make  is  that 
your  representative  Mr.  Brody,  I  think  distinguished  himself  and  your 
administration  in  the  labor  he  performed  last  week.  We  can  look  for¬ 
ward  to  a  unanimous  approval  by  the  several  economic  and  geographi¬ 
cal  segments  of  the  State  speaking  through  their  officials  responsible 
for  water  deliveries  with  respect  to  the  San  Luis  legislation.  If  that  is 
true,  and  I  believe  it  is,  then  I  will  predict  that  this  Congress  will 
adopt  this  legislation,  that  the  President,  of  course,  thereafter  would 
sign  it  and  that  your  own  equally  optimistic  view  with  respect  now  to 
a  belated  action  by  the  Legislature  of  California  will  give  your  State 
and  my  State  a  much  rosier  future  than  sometimes  in  the  past  we 
thought  she  has. 

Governor  Brown.  Well,  both  Director  Banks  and  the  deputy  direc¬ 
tor,  I  can  tell  you,  have  worked  untiringly  in  an  effort  to  move  this 
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State  program.  I  have  never  seen  two  men  more  dedicated  to  a  cause 
which  they  think  is  right.  And  long  hours,  unlimited  hours  in  trying 
to  work  these  things  out.  It  is  not  easy  and,  very  frankly,  we  haven’t 
accomplished  all  we  wanted  but  I  am  not  too  much  of  an  optimist. 
But  I  know  we  will  have  a  water  program. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  sir,  and  I  should  have  mentioned  Harvey 
Banks  alongside  of  Mr.  Brody  because  I  have  seen  Mr.  Banks  perform 
over  the  years  with  respect  to  this  legislation. 

STATEMENT  OE  HON.  GORDON  ALLOTT,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  COLORADO 

Senator  Allott.  Governor,  I  would  just  like  to  make  a  slight  com¬ 
ment.  I  appreciate  the  wonderful  job  that  has  been  done  with  getting 
the  California  people  together  on  this  water  program  and  as  a  west¬ 
erner  I  especially  have  a  very  deep  appreciation  of  the  problems  which 
afflict  us  with  respect  to  water  and  it  would  be  my  hope  during  your 
administration  that  we  will  find  the  same  degree  of  cooperation  with 
respect  to  the  problems  which  we  have  to  solve  with  respect  to  the  up¬ 
per  Colorado,  including  the  Fry ingpan- Arkansas  project,  which  the 
State  of  California  has  opposed  officially  for  some  years  and  I  hope  this 
same  spirit  of  cooperative  development  will  apply  also  to  the  upper 
Colorado  River  project. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  will  tell  you  this,  if  he  gets  a  favorable  answer 
I  am  going  to  start  mentioning  the  New  Mexico  project. 

Senator  Allott.  I  was  just  getting  to  those. 

Governor  Brown.  I  haven’t  discussed  that  with  Harvey  Banks. 
My  office,  the  new  administration  hasn’t  taken  any  position  on  that.. 
But  let  me  say  this:  As  a  Governor  of  the  State  of  California,  I  am 
interested  in  the  development  of  the  entire  West  and  anything  that 
we  can  do  to  assist.  I,  of  course,  was  attorney  general  in  this  case 
of  Arizona  v.  California ,  and  we  will  soon  have  the  water  rights, 
within  a  year,  at  any  rate,  betwen  California,  and  Nevada,  and  in 
New  Mexico  decided  and  I  think,  of  course  that  will  only  be  some 
indication  of  the  water  rights  in  the  upper  Colorado,  too.  But  I 
don’t  want  to  take  a  position  on  the  Fry  ingpan  project  today.  I  can 
just  tell  you  generally  that  I  have  never,  as  attorney  general,  op¬ 
posed  that  project.  The  Governor  has  in  the  previous  administration. 
What  we  will  do,  I  don’t  know. 

Senator  Allott.  I  would  just  like  to  say  the  Fry  ingpan  will  take 
less  than  2  percent  of  the  water  allotted  to  the  upper  basin  States 
under  the  upper  basin  compact  and  there  is  a  great  area  in  my  own 
State  that  is  suffering  tremendously  economically  and  actually  suffer¬ 
ing  from  a  lack  of  water,  because  we  have  not  been  able  to  get  con¬ 
sideration  from  Congress  for  this  project. 

I  don’t  say  this  in  any  sense  of  vis-a-vis  the  merits  of  the  San  Luis 
unit.  The  San  Luis  unit  will  stand  on  its  own  four  feet  or  two  feet, 
or  whatever  it  is  or  on  its  own  base.  And  I  am  sure  will  receive  sup¬ 
port.  from  this  committee  and  from  the  Senate.  But  I  think  this  is 
a  good  time  to  remind  the  Governor  in  a  very  friendly  way,  if  I  can, 
that  the  development  of  the  upper  basin,  including  the  Pacheco  tun¬ 
nel  and  all  of  our  projects  up  there  need  also  very  sympathetic  con¬ 
sideration  from  the  State  of  California. 

Governor  Brown.  Well,  I  can  only  tell  you  that  because  previous 
administrations  opposed  it,  that  is  no  reason  that  this  administration 
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would  oppose  it.  But  T  would  like  the  opportunity — and  I  am  not 
prepared  today — to  take  a  position  on  that.  I  would  like  to  talk  it 
over  with  Mr.  Banks.  I  would  like  to  talk  it  over  with  some  of  the 
southern  California  interests  that  have  opposed  it,  but  that  doesn’t 
mean  that  I  will  oppose  it,  merely  because  they  have.  I  will  tell  you 
that.  I  was  in  disagreement  with  some  of  those  over  a  period  of 
years  who  have  opposed  all  water  development  all  over  the  West  and 
1  think  you  may  find  a  change  of  attitude.  But  I  don’t  want  to  get 
in  the  position  where  I  am  ready  to  reverse  a  position  until  I  have 
studied  it. 

Senator  Allott.  All  right. 

Senator  Jackson.  I  want  to  say,  Governor,  Senator  Allott  and  I 
will  give  you  every  opportunity  to  take  the  most  enlightened  position. 

Governor  Brown.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Jackson.  Senator  Church. 

Senator  Church.  No  questions. 

Senator  Anderson.  Senator  O’Mahoney. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  I  suppose,  Governor,  that  you  can  guarantee 
a  sufficient  water  supply  for  Los  Angeles  for  the  big  convention  that 
is  to  be  held  there  in  1960  ? 

Governor  Brown.  That  I  will  guarantee.  It  will  be  a  good  con¬ 
vention. 

Senator  Anderson.  If  there  are  no  further  questions,  thank  you 
very  much,  Governor,  and  we  are  glad  to  have  you  here  and  want  to 
welcome  you  back  whenever  you  want  to  come. 

Governor  Brown.  Thank  you  very  much,  and  I  have  my  two  loyal 
associates  here  who  can  enlighten  you  on  any  further  part  of  the 
program. 

I  would  like  to  be  excused,  if  I  may,  now,  because  I  find  in  the  48 
hours  I  am  here  in  Washington  that  I  have  a  great  many  things  to  do. 

Thank  you  very,  very  much. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  will  direct  that  the  communication  from  Gov¬ 
ernor  Brown  to  Senator  Murray,  dated  February  18,  1959,  containing 
the  comments  of  Mr.  Banks  to  Mr.  McFarland  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  record. 

(The  letters  follow :) 

State  of  California, 

Governor’s  Office, 
Sacramento,  February  18,  1959. 

Hon.  James  E.  Murray, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  Senate  Office 
Building,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Senator  Murray  :  Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  January  20,  1959,  and 
for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  S.  44,  a  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project  and  to 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  for  the  financing,  construc¬ 
tion,  and  operation  of  those  features  of  the  San  Luis  project  which  are  to  be 
jointly  used  by  the  United  States  and  the  State. 

Because  of  the  great  importance  of  a  joint  Federal-State  San  Luis  project,  I 
have  carefully  reviewed  the  Federal  bills  to  authorize  the  project  which  have 
been  introduced  during  the  current  session  of  the  Congress,  as  well  as  the  vari¬ 
ous  proposals  made  during  the  last  session  of  the  Congress.  After  consulting 
with  the  California  Department  of  Water  Resources,  I  have  concluded  that  S.  44 
provides  a  very  satisfactory  basis  for  a  joint  Federal-State  venture  in  the 
financing,  construction,  and  operation  of  the  San  Luis  project. 

As  indicated  in  your  letter,  S.  44,  with  a  few  exceptions,  is  substantially  the 
same  as  S.  1887  which  was  approved  by  your  committee  and  by  the  Senate 
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during  the  second  session  of  the  85th  Congress.  In  response  to  a  request  from 
Mr.  Sidney  McFarland,  consulting  engineer  to  the  House  Interior  Committee, 
Mr.  Banks,  in  his  letter  of  December  31,  1958,  commented  on  S.  1887  as  a  pro¬ 
posed  basis  for  authorizing  legislation  to  be  introduced  during  this  session. 
Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  Mr.  Banks’  letter.  You  will  note  that  the  substance  of  all 
the  suggestions  made  by  Mr.  Banks  has  been  incorporated  in  S.  44.  I  intend 
actively  to  urge  the  passage  of  this  bill  by  the  Congress. 

I  regard  the  San  Luis  project  as  a  key  in  California’s  water  development  pro¬ 
gram,  and  in  my  special  water  message  to  the  Legislature  of  California  I  empha¬ 
sized  particularly  the  need  to  construct  San  Luis  Dam  initially  to  its  full  height 
so  that  approximately  2,100,000  acre-feet  of  water  can  be  stored  in  the  reservoir. 
Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  my  special  water  message  which  you  may  find  of  interest 
I  appreciate  your  cooperation  in  proposed  legislation  to  authorize  the  San 
Luis  unit,  a  vital  part  of  California’s  water  development  program.  I  am  grate¬ 
ful  also  for  your  congratulations  on  my  victory  last  November. 

S  incerely, 

Edmund  G.  Beown,  Governor. 


Decembeb  31,  1958. 

Mr.  Sidney  McFarland, 

Consultant  Engineer,  House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  McFarland  :  In  accordance  with  your  request  in  our  telephone 
conversation  of  December  22,  we  have  reviewed  S.  1887  as  reported  with  amend¬ 
ments  on  August  5,  1958.  I  regret  very  much  this  slight  delay  in  replying  to 
your  request  but  the  importance  of  the  San  Luis  unit  authorization  and  its 
relation  to  the  Governor-elect’s  water  program  have  made  it  unavoidable. 

We  feel  that  S.  1887,  as  reported  with  amendments  on  August  5,  1958,  gen¬ 
erally  will  accomplish  the  authorization  of  the  San  Luis  unit  and  successful 
joint  Federal-State  financing,  construction,  and  operation  of  the  joint-use 
facilities.  We  have  three  amendments,  however,  which  appear  to  be  necessary. 
The  first  of  our  recommended  changes  is  in  section  1  and  is  made  for  the 
purpose  of  clarifying  the  authorization  so  that  it  clearly  includes  authority 
for  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  joint-use  facilities  to  such 
capacities  and  size  as  will  permit  their  joint  use  by  the  State  and  the  United 
States  to  meet  the  requirements  of  their  respective  areas.  Specifically,  it  is 
suggested  that: 

1.  On  page  2,  line  15,  insert  a  comma  after'  “forebay”  delete  “and”  and  insert 
after  “afterbay”  the  following :  “and  pumping  plants”. 

2.  On  page  2,  line  17,  after  “constructed”  insert  “by  the  Secretary  initially 
to  the  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both  the  San  Luis  unit  service  area  and  the 
State’s  service  area,  or  so  as”  and  insert  a  comma  after  “expansion”. 

3.  On  page  2,  line  18,  insert  “equitably  share  the”  after  “two”  and  delete 
“assume  the  added”. 

4.  On  page  2,  line  19,  delete  “cost”  and  insert  in  lieu  “costs”  and  delete 
“involved”. 

Our  second  suggested  amendment  is  the  following  revision  to  subsection  (a) 
of  section  3 :  On  page  6,  line  1,  after  “ects”  insert :  “by  providing,  among  other 
things,  a  capacity  in  San  Luis  Reservoir  of  approximately  2,100,000  acre-feet 
and  corresponding  capacities  in  the  other  joint-use  facilities.”  The  purpose  of 
this  amendment,  of  course,  is  to  make  specific  that  if  the  San  Luis  Reservoir 
is  initially  constructed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  State  and  Federal 
service  areas,  it  will  be  constructed  to  a  capacity  of  approximately  2,100,000 
acre-feet. 

Our  third  recommended  amendment  to  the  bill  is  that  subsections  (f)  and 
(g)  of  section  3,  on  page  8,  be  deleted  and  in  lieu  the  following  subsection  (f) 
be  inserted : 

“(f)  The  rights  to  the  use  of  capacities  of  the  joint-use  facilities  of  the  San 
Luis  unit  shall  be  allocated  to  the  United  States  and  the  State,  respectively, 
in  such  manner  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon.  The  United  States  shall  not 
be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  right  so  allocated,  which  shall  be  sufficient  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  1  of  this  act  and  which  shall  extend  throughout 
the  repayment  period  and  so  long  thereafter  as  title  to  the  works  remains  in 
the  United  States.  The  State  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its 
allocated  right  to  the  use  of  the  capacities  of  the  joint-use  facilities  for  water 
service  outside  the  San  Luis  unit  service  area.” 
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The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  place  the  United  States  and  the  State 
on  an  equal  basis  with  reference  to  the  works  of  the  project  to  be  jointly 
used.  You  will  recall  that  this  point  was  repeatedly  raised  by  Kern  County 
and  southern  California  interests.  Since  both  the  United  States  and  the  State 
will  contribute  to  the  capital  cost  of  the  works,  it  is  equitable  that  the  rights  of 
each  to  its  share  of  the  capacity  of  the  joint-uses  facilities  be  on  an  equal  basis. 
We  feel  that  the  details  of  this  can  be  worked  out  in  the  contemplated  contract. 
It  is  recognized,  however,  that  the  project  should  be  so  constructed  so  as  to 
enable  both  the  United  States  and  the  State  to  carry  out  the  respective  pur¬ 
poses  for  which  the  project  is  authorized.  It  is  believed  that  the  suggested 
language  meets  the  objections  raised  without  destroying  the  original  intent 
when  the  bill  was  first  drafted  in  March  1957. 

Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  bill  with  our  recommended  amendments. 

Your  cooperation  in  this  matter  is  very  much  appreciated.  If  I  can  be  of 
any  further  assistance,  please  let  me  know. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Harvey  O.  Banks,  Director. 


Senator  Anderson.  As  announced  at  the  morning  session,  the  sub¬ 
committee  is  making  presentations  at  previous  hearings  a  part  of  the 
record  by  reference.  We  are  seeking  to  confine,  as  far  as  practical,  the 
oral  presentation  today  to  new  material  that  will  aid  in  our  consider¬ 
ation  of  S.  44. 

We  will  then  ask  spokesmen  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  to  comment  on  the  amendments  that  have 
been  proposed  today  by  Senator  Kuchel  on  S.  44,  on  any  new  material 
or  other  developments  in  connection  with  the  San  Luis  authorization. 

We  will  hear  Representatives  Hagen  and  Sisk  of  California,  fol¬ 
lowed  by  Representative  Gubser  and  other  members  of  the  California 
delegation  who  may  desire  to  appear. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  interupt,  in  that  same 
spirit  of  developing  a  report  in  the  easiest  possible  manner,  I  would 
like  to  ask  your  unanimous  consent  that  the  statement  I  have  pre¬ 
pared  on  this  legislation  be  set  forth  in  its  entirety  in  the  record. 

By  way  of  introduction  to  that  request,  let  me  say  that  I  am  per¬ 
fectly  delighted  at  the  reasonable  attitude  which  was  in  evidence  at 
the  time  a  series  of  meetings  last  week  was  conducted  in  which,  as 
I  previously  indicated,  representatives  of  the  various  important  par¬ 
ties  in  interest  to  this  proposed  legislation  gathered  together  to  re¬ 
solve  their  differences. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  State  of  California  now  has  14  million  people, 
increasing  at  the  rate  of  about  500,000  people  a  year.  The  city  of 
Los  Angeles  is  now  the  second  largest  city  in  the  Nation,  and  beyond 
that  the  people  north  and  south  who  come  to  live  with  us  will  require 
more  water.  Here  we  have  an  opportunity  to  demonstrate  to  the 
country  that  the  State  government  and  the  Federal  Government  may 
cooperate  in  the  construction  and  in  the  use  of  one  important  reser¬ 
voir  facility  which  would  serve  both  a  Federal  system  in  being,  the 
Central  Valley  project,  and  a  State  water  system  in  prospectus,  the 
Feather  River  project.  Apparently  the  Supreme  Being  gave  to  the 
people  of  California  one  great  reservoir  site  in  the  Central  Valley 
at  San  Luis,  which  engineers  tell  us  could  feasibly  be  the  basis  for 
the  construction  of  a  2,100,000-acre  storage  reservoir  which  would 
serve  the  needs  of  an  expanding  Central  Valley  service  area  and  the 
Feather  River  project  particularly  with  respect  to  southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  as  well. 
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And  thus  now  that  we  do  have  this  very  happy  situation  of  apparent 
unanimity  of  thought  concerning  Federal  and  State  participation, 
I  venture  to  hope  that  this  hearing  may  result  in  the  expeditious 
handling  of  legislation ;  that  once  again  it  will  pass  the  Senate  and  that 
this  time  it  will  pass  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  may  proceed  at  this  time  with  your  state¬ 
ment,  Senator  Kuchel. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Thank  you. 

STATEMENT  OE  HON.  THOMAS  H.  KUCHEL,  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 
THE  STATE  OE  CALIFORNIA 

Senator  Kuchel.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  hearing  is  the  third  time  this 
subcommittee  has  considered  legislation  to  authorize  the  San  Luis 
project.  The  reason  for  enacting  this  measure,  which  I  introduced 
in  company  with  my  colleague  from  California,  is  even  stronger  and 
greater  than  when  "hearings  were  held  in  May  1956  and  just  a  year 
ago. 

I  wish  to  recall  that  after  the  1958  hearings,  the  predecessor  bill 
was  reported  favorably  by  the  full  committee  and  passed  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  Unfortunately,  the  House  was  unable  to  act  and  the  legislation 
died  with  final  adjournment. 

As  was  the  case  in  1958,  again  now,  in  the  new  Congress,  the  State 
government  urges  congressional  approval  of  this  legislation.  The 
Knight  administration  in  the  last  Congress,  and  now  the  Brown 
administration,  support  the  San  Luis  proposal  before  you. 

In  a  word,  the  legislation  envisages  the  construction  of  a  giant, 
2,100,000-acre-foot  storage  reservoir,  jointly  used  by  the  State  of 
California  in  sending  northern  surplus  water  on  south  through  the 
lower  San  Joaquin,  and  through  the  coastal  counties,  and  into  all  of 
southern  California,  and  used  also  by  the  Federal  Government  in  res¬ 
cuing  500,000  acres  of  land  now  in  danger  of  destruction  because  of 
the  vanishing  water  supply. 

Tims,  two  systems,  one  a  Federal  project  in  being,  the  other  a  State 
project  about  to  get  underway,  would  both  be  served  at  San  Luis,  the 
point  where  they  cross,  by  a  single  storage  reservoir,  whose  cost  of 
construction  and  operation  would  be  economically  shared  by  both 
governments. 

The  importance  of  speedy  action  by  Congress  at  this  time  has  been 
heightened  by  various  developments  within  our  State.  Outstanding 
probably  is  the  fact  that  a  decision  has  been  reached  on  the  general 
routing  of  an  imagination-challenging  aqueduct  to  carry  surplus 
waters  of  northern  California  to  the  burgeoning,  heavily  settled  com¬ 
munities  in  the  southern  half  of  the  State.  Also  significant  is  the  fact 
that  in  the  intervening  months  since  this  matter  last  was  before  he 
committee,  marked  progress  has  been  made  in  achieving  the  basis  for 
an  understanding  within  our  State  about  the  attempts  of  man  to  rec¬ 
tify  the  shortcomings  of  nature  in  the  distribution  of  water  available 
in  all  of  California.  The  prospects  now  are  much  brighter  for  a  set¬ 
tlement  of  what,  is  called  the  water  controversy  which  has  retarded 
somewhat  initiation  of  action  on  the  California  water  plan  conceived 
in  1931. 
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Broadly,  the  bill  before  the  committee  today  is  very  similar  to 
that  which  was  reported  and  approved  by  the  Senate  last  year.  As  I 
say,  it  provides  for  the  building  and  operation  of  a  2,100,000-acre- 
foot  reservoir  at  the  San  Luis  site  on  the  west  side  of  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley  to  store  and  furnish  water  for  what  are  in  actuality  two  sep¬ 
arate  projects.  These  are  an  additional  unit  of  the  vast  Central  Valley 
project,  a  Federal  undertaking,  and  an  integral  part  of  the  Feather 
Liver  project,  a  purely  State  enterprise. 

As  for  the  Federal  interest,  the  project  will  serve  lands  now  com¬ 
pletely  dependent  upon  irrigation  water  pumped  from  underground 
sources.  Years  of  overdraft  has  caused  the  ground-water  table  to 
recede  at  an  alarming  rate.  The  situation  has  become  acute,  critical 
in  recent  years.  The  supplemental  water  from  this  project  would  halt 
the  abandonment  of  land  which  otherwise  is  liable  to  revert  to  semi- 
desert.  Thus,  the  Federal  undertaking  would  be  wholly  in  harmony 
with  the  objectives  of  our  reclamation  policy  of  more  than  a  half 
century,  by  assuring  a  livelihood  for  American  families.  At  present 
nearly  three-quarters  of  a  million  persons  would  be  benefited  directly 
and  indirectly  by  the  San  Luis  development. 

Here  is  a  unique  opportunity  for  pooling  of  Federal  and  State  re¬ 
sources  and  abilities.  The  San  Luis  project  would  have  a  dual  pur¬ 
pose  and  become  a  vital  feature  of  the  State  water  plan  at  no  added 
expense  to  the  United  States.  It  will  be  an  important  link  in  the 
development  of  the  State,  specifically  in  sections  from  the  lower  San 
Joaquin  and  Santa  Barbara,  and  beyond  the  Tehachapi  Mountains 
south  to  the  Mexican  border.  These  areas,  with  startling  increases 
in  population  and  industry,  are  concerned  with  efforts  to  transfer 
excess  water  from  the  surplus  counties  of  the  north  to  the  critical  de¬ 
ficiency  communities  of  the  south  where  additional  supplies  are  im¬ 
perative  to  maintain  the  present  economy,  let  alone  meet  forecast 
demands  for  greater  quantities  to  accommodate  expected  growth. 

The  physical  plan  of  San  Luis  involves  capturing  a  portion  of  the 
winter  runoff  that  each  year  flows  into  the  Saeramento-San  Joaquin 
delta  and  is  wasted  into  the  Pacific  Ocean.  The  water  would  be 
■transported  by  means  of  the  existing  Tracy  pumping  plant  and  the 
Delta  Mendota  Canal  of  the  CVP  to  a  point  near  the  San  Luis  Reser¬ 
voir  site. 

There  new  facilities  would  be  constructed  to  lift  the  water  to  the 
reservoir  for  storage  and  then  ultimately  for  either  delivery  to  agri¬ 
cultural  lands  of  the  surrounding  area  for  use  during  the  irrigation 
season  or  transportation  through  huge  new  aqueducts  to  the  residen¬ 
tial,  industrial,  metropolitan  areas  of  Los  Angeles,  Orange,  Riverside, 
San  Bernardino,  Ventura,  and  San  Diego  Counties.  It  will  almost 
double  the  utility  of  the  existing  Delta  Mendota  Canal  system  by 
providing  for  its  use  at  a  time  when  otherwise  it  would  be  idle. 

The  California  water  plan,  with  an  aggregate  estimated  cost  of 
nearly  $12  billion,  envisions  facilities  basically  similar  in  design  and 
location  to  those  proposed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  serve  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley.  It  is  essential  to  provide  a  storage  and  regulat¬ 
ing  reservoir  at  a  midway  point  on  the  route  of  the  contemplated 
interbasin  exchanges. 

Both  State  and  Bureau  officials  are  on  record  to  the  effect  that 
there  are  no  engineering,  financial,  legal,  or  other  obstacles  to  the 
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coordination  of  construction  and  operation  of  the  San  Luis  project 
as  contemplated  in  S.  44  for  both  Federal  and  State  purposes. 

The  legislation  before  you  would  thus  be  precedent-setting.  Al¬ 
ready,  it  is  noteworthy  that  prolonged  conferences  and  discussions 
have  resulted  in  such  a  meeting  of  minds  that  this  bill  has  been 
drafted.  It  is  obvious  that  any  effort  to  use  a  single  reservoir  and 
related  facilities  for  discharge  of  Federal  and  State  responsibilities 
can  lead  to  complications  and  differences.  Happily,  these  have  been 

resolved  and  dissipated.  „  ,, 

The  bill  now  before  the  committee  had  its  beginnings  following 
the  May  1956  hearings  which  where  climaxed  by  a  week-long  meet¬ 
ing  in  the  office  of  the  Commissioner  of  Reclamation.  Those  confer¬ 
ences  were  specifically  urged  by  this  committee  to  seek  reconciliation 
of  the  divergent  views  of  many  parties  interested  in  one  or  the  other 
phase  of  the  proposed  undertaking.  I  believe  they  succeeded  ad¬ 
mirably,  as  is  indicated  by  the  fact  that  both  former  Governor  Knight 
and  his  successor,  Governor  Brown,  who  is  here  today,  have  endorsed 
the  bill  and  that  both  California  Senators  have  joined  in  introducing 
it  in  the  current  and  prior  Congress. 

In  the  time  that  has  elapsed  since  those  meetings,  additional  hear¬ 
ings  have  been  held  in  both  the  House  and  the  Senate,  and  there  have 
been  further  conferences  both  in  Washington  and  in  California. 
These  exchanges  of  views  resulted  in  improvements  to  the  bill.  As 
late  as  this  past  December  the  California  Director  of  Water  Re¬ 
sources  suggested  certain  changes  in  the  bill  approved  by  the  Senate 
last  year.  Those  changes,  chiefly  of  a  clarifying  nature,  are  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  S.  44. 

There  are  two  points  on  which  amendments  will  be  proposed  and 
which  I  feel  should  be  adopted.  These  relate  to  the  cutoff  date  and 
to  the  recognition  of  the  dual  nature  of  the  project. 

Under  the  bill  as  proposed,  the  Secretary  of  Interior  could  not 
commence  construction  until  the  execution  of  an  agreement  with 
the  State  for  joint  responsibility  in  building,  maintaining,  and  oper¬ 
ating  the  dam  and  reservoir.  If  such  agreement  has  not  been  con¬ 
summated  by  July  1,  1960,  the  Secretary  might  then  proceed  to 
construct  the  project  according  to  plans  designed  to  meet  the  needs 
of  only  the  San  Luis  service  area. 

In  view  of  the  passage  of  time,  the  cutoff  date,  which  is  lifted 
from  the  bill  approved  last  year,  undoubtedly  should  be  postponed. 
I  see  no  reason  why  reasonable  men,  seeking  a  common  goal,  cannot 
take  a  calendar  and  find  an  agreeable  date  by  which  both  parties  shall 
have  reached  and  executed  a  reliable  agreement. 

I  have  emphasized  throughout  these  remarks  the  project  would 
have  a  dual  purpose,  carrying  out  both  a  Federal  and  a  State  plan 
and  supplying  water  for  different  uses.  We  envisage  construction  of 
a  2,100,000  acre-feet  reservoir  because  that  would  be  more  economical, 
more  practicable,  and  the  commonsense  way  of  proceeding  to  meet 
these  varying  requirements. 

Accordingly,  the  bill  should  recognize  that  in  one  area  served  by 
the  Federal  project  the  Federal  reclamation  law  will  apply,  while  in  the 
other  area,  served  by  the  Feather  River  project,  California  law  will 
apply. 
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It  should  be  made  crystal  clear  that  the  Federal  acreage  limita¬ 
tions  will  be  enforced  in  the  cases  of  those  benefiting  from  the 
Federal  project  in  this  joint  venture.  It  similarly  should  be  unequi- 
vocably  understood  that  Federal  laws  will  not  in  any  way  or  manner 
affect  lands  which  may  be  supplied  from  features  which  are  unmistak¬ 
ably  part  of  the  California  water  plan.  Both  those  for  and  against 
this  legislation  should  know  beyond  doubt  that  the  project  will  handle 
purely  intrastate  waters  which  the  Creator  has  sent  to  California  and 
that  under  the  State  system  these  State  waters  will  be  used  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  State  laws.  I  wish  it  equally  clear  and  unmistakable 
that  on  the  lands  which  are  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project  the 
waters  will  be  used  pursuant  to  Federal  law.  The  fact  that  the  same 
reservoir  will  be  used  to  store  two  categories  of  water  should  not 
lead  to  the  imposition  of  a  Federal  law  and  Federal  obligations  on 
persons  who  are  beneficiaries  only  of  the  State  expenditure  and  effort. 

The  bill  thoroughly  protects  the  interest  of  the  United  States. 
In  the  very  unlikely  event  that  an  agreement  with  California  can¬ 
not  be  reached,  the  Secretary  of  Interior  must  report  that  fact  to 
the  Congress  and  then  wait  90  days  before  proceeding  to  construct  the 
project  according  to  Bureau  of  Reclamation  specifications  and  plan. 

Under  no  circumstances  can  the  Secretary  initiate  the  project  until 
he  has  secured,  or  has  satisfactory  evidence  of  his  ability  to  secure, 
all  rights  to  the  use  of  water  necessary  for  successful  operation.  Fur¬ 
ther,  the  entire  Federal  cost  of  the  project  allocated  to  water  users 
will  be  repaid  by  them  over  a  period  not  to  exceed  50  years. 

The  bill  likewise  contains  carefully  framed  provisions  to  protect 
and  advance  the  interests  of  California.  For  example,  should  the 
State  elect  not  to  enter  into  the  contemplated  contract  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  it  can  still  preserve  its  interest  in  the  site  by  making 
available  to  the  Secretary  sufficient  funds  to  pay  the  additional  cost  of 
designing  and  constructing  the  dam  and  joint-use  facilities  to  permit 
enlargement  at  some  subsequent  date.  Thus,  the  State  will  acquire 
an  irrevocable  right  to  enlarge  or  modify  those  facilities  at  any  time 
in  the  future  and  a  perpetual  right  to  the  use  of  such  additional 
capacity. 

Based  on  a  State-Federal  agreement,  the  Secretary  can  either  ini¬ 
tially  construct  the  reservoir  to  full  capacity,  2,100,000  acre- feet,  and 
to  corresponding  capacity  of  other  joint-use  facilities  in  order  to 
permit  immediate  integration  and  coordinated  operation  of  the  works, 
or  he  can  construct  them  to  meet  requirements  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  but  on  a  basis  susceptible  to  future  expansion  by  the 
State  if  later  desired. 

The  benefits  of  this  venture  should  be  widespread.  Its  need  is 
obvious  from  reference  to  the  tremendous  expansion  of  California 
population,  industry,  and  agriculture  during  recent  years.  From 
a  population  of  less  than  7  million  in  1940,  we  have  more  than  double 
that  number  of  people  today.  The  State  Department  of  Water  Re¬ 
sources  shows  an  almost  unbelievable  rise  in  consumption  of  water 
and  foresees  even  harder  to  comprehend  increases  in  the  rest  of  the 
present  century.  The  department  reported  that  back  in  1950  the 
estimated  seasonal  shortage  of  developed  water  in  California  was 
about  2.7  million  acre-feet  and  by  1965  some  experts  warn,  that,  with- 
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out  this  and  other  equally  vital  undertakings,  the  overdraft  may 
reach  10  million  acre-feet  per  season. 

Some  years  ago,  the  Congress  and  the  executive  branch  were  con¬ 
cerned  about  giving  the  American  people  “more  abundant  life.”  This 
project  is  ideally  conceived  to  reach  that  goal. 

Senator  Anderson.  Any  questions? 

Senator  Kuciiel.  No  questions,  except  that  I  might  say  to  my 
colleague  from  California,  if  any  of  our  constituents  have  any  pre¬ 
pared  comments  I  think  they  should  be  incorporated. 

Senator  Anderson.  These  four  people,  these  people  who  came  here 
came  from  a  distance.  If  you  have  statements  on  it,  let  us  have  it.. 
We  will  try  to  include  them  in  the  record. 

Representative  Gubser.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  are  in  the  hands  of  a  very  receptive  group 
if  that  helps  you  any. 

Representative  Gubser.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Anderson.  Go  ahead,  Congressman. 

STATEMENT  0E  HON.  HARLAN  F.  HAGEN,  U.S.  REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Representative  Hagen.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  I  do  not  have  a  prepared  statement.  I  would  like  leave  to  revise, 
extend,  and  supplement  my  remarks  made  here  today. 

I  first  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  the  privilege  of  being  heard  here  today  and  will  endeavor 
to  provide  new  material.  I  testified  here  last  year  and  Senator  An¬ 
derson  suestioned  me  at  some  length.  So  I  want  to  talk  about  this 
basic  conflict  and  the  compromise  that  was  arrived  at,  we  thought,  at 
least,  on  March  13.  As  you  are  aware,  there  is  a  conflict  in  use  of  sites 
between  the  San  Luis  project  and  the  much  larger  State  project  identi¬ 
fied  as  the  Feather  River  project,  they  both  would  utilize  the  San  Luis 
Creek  as  a  damsite  and  both  want  to  utilize  a  canal  running  southward 
marked  in  red  on  the  committee  chart. 

The  basic  assumption  is  that  the  State  of  California  and  the  Federal 
Government  will  agree  from  the  outset  to  a  joint  program  of  develop¬ 
ment  for  the  so-called  joint-use  facilities.  The  problem  in  the  past  has 
been  that  the  chief  advocates  of  the  Federal  project  have  wanted  to 
establish  a  time  when  they  could  go  ahead  unilaterally  in  the  absence 
of  such  an  agreement  as  I  have  talked  about.  As  a  consequence,  the 
advocates  wanted  a  point  in  time,  we  will  say  1960,  or  1962,  when  they 
could  go  ahead  in  the  absence  of  any  agreement  with  the  State.  Now, 
at  this  meeting  the  other  day  among  representatives  of  all  California 
viewpoints  it  was  agreed  according  to  my  understanding  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  south  of  that  canal  marked  in  red,  which  would  include  all  of  the 
area  of  Los  Angeles,  for  example,  and  Kern  County,  which  is  in  my 
congressional  district,  would  agree  to  a  cutoff  date  in  the  bill  provided 
that  if  that  contingency  occurred,  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
proceed  without  a  prior  cooperative  agreement,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  from  the  outset  would  plan  the  dam  structure  and  the  canal,  and 
in  fact  build  the  canal  to  a  capacity  sufficient  to  accommodate  water 
deliveries  for  both  projects? 
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Senator  Anderson.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say  that  in  the  case  the 
State  did  not  go  ahead  with  its  part  of  it,  that  you  still  expected  the 
Federal  Government  to  build  one  as  large  as  it  would  be  if  there  were 
two  projects  combined? 

Representative  Hagen.  Not  as  large  but  to  make  the  base  -big 
enough,  so  to  speak,  to  support  the  second  story  that  the  State  would 
ultimately  build  on  it. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  have  gone  over  the  route  of  the  canal,  have 
you  not  ? 

Representative  Hagen.  Yes. 

Senator  Anderson.  Is  there  a  difference  in  the  route  between  the 
combined  project  and  the  Federal  project  only? 

Representative  Hagen.  In  the  optimum  situation  they  both  utilize 
that  same  canal. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  thought,  I  flew  over  it,  and  I  thought  the 
Federal  project  came,  it  was  higher  up  the  mountain  quite  a  bit  or 
higher  up  the  hill  quite  a  ways. 

Representative  Hagen.  That  is  the  canal  to  the  north,  Senator. 
There  would  be  a  separate  State  canal  going  north  from  that  damsite 
into  the  San  Joaquin  Delta  and  there  would  be  a  separate  set  of  pumps 
there.  That  is  my  understanding,  although  the  other  would  be  feasible 
but  it  would  be  cheaper  to  construct  one  canal  going  south  from  the 
joint-use  dam  to  serve  both  types  of  water  delivery. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  am  talking  about  the  canal  going  south,  not 
the  one  going  north.  I  thought  that  the  canal  route  going  south  was 
a  little  higher  up  on  the  hill,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  went  back  through 
a  sort  of  volcanic  formation,  a  little  softer  than  some  of  the  rest. 

Representative  Hagen.  You  may  be  correct,  and  if  I  am  in  error  I 
would  like  some  of  these  other  Californians  to  correct  me. 

Senator  Anderson.  What  I  am  trying  to  get  at  is  this:  Do  you 
understand  if  it  is  just  done  as  a  Federal  project  that  the  canal  still 
has  to  have  a  carrying  capacity  of  a  combined  project  ? 

Representative  Hagen.  Well,  that  is  my  understanding.  I  will 
check  with  one  of  these  other  witnesses.  Is  not.  that  correct,  Mr. 
Butler? 

Senator  Anderson.  Let  us  do  that.  It  changes  the  cost. 

Mr.  Butler.  I  am  not  positive  of  the  canal. 

Mr.  Kuchel.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  difference  of  $100  million. 

Representative  Hagen.  I  will  present  that  as  my  version  of  it,  in 
any  event.  Of  course  in  that  connection,  Senator,  the  Bureau  has 
made  studies  of  an  extended  San  Luis  project,  which  would  require 
a  canal  going  south  of  much  larger  capacity  than  needed  to  serve 
its  presently  proposed  service  area  and  which  would  further  involve 
additional  storage  at  the  point  called  Avenal  Gap  and  that  would 
be  the  extended  San  Luis  project.  So  in  the  absence  of  any  State 
action  we  do  not  foresee  that  the  enlarged  capacity  would  be  forever 
inactive.  You  still  would  not  have  wasted  any  money. 

Now,  a  further  concession  that  was  made  by  the  southerly,  let,  us 
call  them,  water  interests,  was  that  the  Federal  Government  would  be 
the  sole  constructing  agent  on  these  joint  use  facilities  and  further 
that  title  to  the  joint  use  facilities  would  rest  in  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  State  is  in  the  process  of  acquiring  the  lands.  However, 
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under  the  compromise  they  would  be  transferred  to  the  Federal 
Government  and  in  that  connection  I  might  say  that  it  is  estimated 
that  the  cost  to  the  State  of  these  lands  and  easements  and  so  forth, 
would  probably  total  in  the  neighborhood  of  $10  million,  so  that  that 
is  a  valuable  consideration  which  the  State  would  contribute  to  the 
overall  project  of  the  Federal  Government  built  under  any  set  of 
circumstances. 

In  exchange  for  these  agreements  in  effect  it  was  further  agreed 
that  there  would  be  definite  language  in  the  bill  spelling  out  the  fact 
that  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  did  not  apply  to  State  deliveries, 
to  State  service  areas.  It  was  indicated  that  the  language  of  the 
bill  carried  that  connotation.  But  it  was  also  felt  why  bury  the 
issue.  Somebody  was  going  to  bring  it  up  anyway,  whether  you 
stated  it  specifically  or  left  it  by  innuendo.  So  that  language  was 
added  by  the  compromise  and  logically  so  because  the  State  deliveries 
will  be  paid  for  by  the  State  and  for  so  long  as  the  States  does  not  see 
fit  to  enact  the  equivalent  of  the  Federal  reclamation  law  they  should 
be  privileged  to  handle  it  under  current  State  law. 

Senator  Anderson.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  language  Senator 
Kuchel  suggested? 

Representative  Hagen.  Yes,  I  am,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  is  satisfactory  ? 

Representative  Hagen.  Yes,  sir. 

That  is  all  the  comment  I  have,  Senator. 

I  hope  that  this  matter  is  handled  amicably  from  the  standpoint 
of  California  interest,  because  it  is  a  project  of  some  magnitude, 
and  I  think  it  would  be  extremely  difficult  to  get  approval  of  it  if 
there  were  not  complete  agreement  within  the  State  of  California. 

Senator  Anderson.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  think  it  is  going  to 
be  possible  to  keep  it  on  a  basis  of  agreement. 

Representative  Hagen.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Anderson.  Are  there  questions  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  A  very  excellent  statement. 

Senator  Anderson.  Are  there  questions? 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Hagen. 

(Congressman  Hagen  subsequently  submitted  the  following  sup¬ 
plementary  statement:) 

Supplementary  Statement  of  Congressman  Harlan  Hagen  for  Inclusion  in 

Record  of  Hearings  Before  Reclamation  Subcommittees  of  House  and 

Senate  Interior  Committees  in  re  San  Luis  Project 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  comment  further  on  the  relation  of  the  San  Luis 
project  to  the  Feather  River  project  portion  of  the  California  water  plan. 

During  the  time  that  I  was  a  member  of  the  California  State  Legislature  we 
authorized  the  State  Feather  River  project  on  the  basis  of  an  extended  study 
by  the  State  water  engineer.  This  survey  and  study  was  subsequently  con¬ 
tinued  and  reported  upon  and  the  State  has  already  spent  over  $50  million  on 
the  project.  This  expenditure  and  the  increments  thereto  currently  being 
requested  of  the  legislature  by  Gov.  Pat  Brown  is  the  best  evidence  that  this 
is  not  a  frivolous  project  but  rather  one  that  will  be  pushed  through  to  comple¬ 
tion  at  an  early  date  with  an  ultimate  cost  in  excess  of  $1%  billion. 

The  essence  of  the  Feather  River  project  is  the  year-around  taking  of  water 
from  the  San  Joaquin  River  Delta  southward  by  means  of  a  main-line  canal  and 
areas  of  storage  en  route.  Such  storage  south  of  the  delta  is  vital  to  provide 
usable  quantities  of  water  at  all  times  closer  to  the  various  points  of  diversion 
from  the  canal  than  would  be  furnished  by  the  provision  of  a  canal  alone.  It  is 


SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA  29 


true  that  the  main-line  canal  at  times  will  be  used  to  transport  water  continu¬ 
ously  from  the  delta  to  points  of  diversion  for  consumptive  use  but  at  other 
times  the  supply  must  come  from  storage.  The  mentioned  State  60  percent  *nd 
Federal  40  percent  participation  in  the  described  San  Luis  joint-use  facilities 
reflects  a  larger  usage  by  the  State  of  a  joint-use  canal  rather  than  a  larger 
use  of  the  main  reservoir. 

It  is  this  storage  requirement  which  makes  the  San  Luis  Dam  site  on  San 
Luis  Creek  in  Merced  County,  Calif.,  crucial  to  the  success  of  the  State  Feather 
River  project.  It  is  either  the  most  economical  or  the  only  damsite  capable  of 
storing  the  1  million  acre-feet  plus  of  water  needed  to  be  stored  initially  by  the 
project.  Because  of  this  fact  the  San  Luis  Dam  site  is  a  source  of  conflict 
between  proponents  of  the  State  project  and  those  of  the  Federal  project. 

As  originally  programed  the  Feather  River  project  contemplated  water  de¬ 
liveries  to  the  so-called  San  Luis  unit  service  area  in  the  interests  of  economic 
operation;  however,  that  programing  was  dropped  at  the  insistence  of  the 
Westland’s  Water  District  and  other  subsequent  proponents  of  the  Federal 
project  to  serve  a  projected  San  Luis  area.  Their  reasoning  was  that  they 
could  get  cheaper  water  or  get  water  more  rapidly  through  development  of  a 
Federal  unit  which  would  be  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project  operated  by 
the  Federal  Government  with  certain  advantages  of  power  usage  and  lack  of 
interest  requirement  in  repayment  contracts.  Proponents  of  the  State  plan 
very  graciously  consented  to  dropping  these  potential  customers  from  the  State 
plan  but  they  could  not  drop  their  insistence  on  the  proposition  that  the  State 
project  would  have  to  have,  at  least,  equal  access  to  the  San  Luis  Dam  site. 

In  studying  this  conflict  it  was  discovered  that  substantial  money  savings 
would  accrue  both  to  the  Federal  and  State  Governments  by  joint  participation 
in  the  construction  and  operation  of  not  only  the  San  Luis  Dam  but  also  the 
main-line  egress  canal  to  the  south  and  other  more  minor  joint-use  facilities. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  proponents  of  the  Feather  River  project  have  taken 
the  position  before  the  committees  of  Congress  concerned  with  authorization 
that  no  Federal  authorization  be  granted  which  would  allow  preemption  by  the 
Federal  Government  of  the  main  damsite  to  the  exclusion  of  the  State  project. 

As  of  this  moment  this  position  can  be  spelled  out  in  detail  with  respect  to 
language  to  be  contained  in  any  San  Luis  project  authorization.  This  specific 
position  is  the  compromise  agreement  I  have  referred  to  earlier.  This  com¬ 
promise  was  the  binding  agreement  of  a  representative  of  California’s  Governor, 
the  two  California  Senators,  Congressman  Sisk,  and  myself,  and  representatives 
of  San  Luis,  Kern  County,  and  Los  Angeles  water  interests,  arrived  at  in  a 
March  13  meeting  attended  by  representatives  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

This  compromise  looks  primarily  and  hopefully  to  agreement  between  the 
Federal  and  State  Governments  for  coordinated  construction  and  operation 
of  described  joint-use  facilities  including  a  reservoir  and  egress  canal  there¬ 
from.  It  does,  however,  cover  the  situation  of  undue  delay  in  reaching  such 
agreement  by  permuting  unilateral  Federal  progress  after  date  of  January  1962 
under  two  limited  conditions.  These  conditions  are  the  following:  (1)  That, 
in  the  event  the  January  1962  deadline  for  agreement  has  passed  the  Federal 
Government  may  proceed  but  only  if  it  designs  the  joint-use  facilities  and 
constructs  the  same  so  that  they  are  later  expandable  to  encompass  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  State  project;  or  (2)  the  Federal  Government  may  proceed  at  any 
time  to  construct,  in  the  absence  of  agreement,  if  the  State  has  advanced 
its  share  of  the  cost  of  designing  and  constructing  expendable  joint-use  facilities, 
in  which  event  the  State  will  acquire  an  irrevocable  right  to  such  expansion. 

As  I  have  stated  a  joint  Federal-State  construction  and  operation  of  certain 
joint-use  facilities  for  the  purpose  of  providing  water  to  customers  in  separate 
service  areas  will  be  cheaper  for  both  agencies  in  both  the  construction  and 
operation  phases  and,  therefore,  I  am  certain  that  this  project  for  Federal 
authorization  will  ultimately  become  a  reality  only  on  that  basis. 

My  final  comment  is  that  a  Federal  authorization  for  a  joint  Federal-State 
project  may  be  precedent  breaking  but  it  is  certainly  admirable.  The  com¬ 
plaint  is  often  heard  that  too  often  local  interests  of  various  kinds  seek  hand¬ 
outs  from  the  Federal  Government  for  projects  which  could  be  bandied  locally. 
In  the  instance  of  the  Feather  River  project  we  have  an  example  of  a  State 
endeavoring  to  solve  its  own  problems  and  asking  only  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  not  disrupt  its  plans  but  rather  serve  as  a  partner  in  certain  integral  units 
to  the  mutual  advantage  of  both  parties. 
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Senator  Anderson.  Mr.  Gubser. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CHARLES  S.  GUBSER,  A  U.S.  REPRESENTATIVE 

FROM  CALIFORNIA 

Representative  Gubser.  Tliank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  committee.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear 
before  you,  realizing  full  well  that  your  time  is  limited.  Out  of  defer¬ 
ence  to  that  fact  I  shall  not  consume  in  excess  of  3  minutes. 

My  specific  purpose  in  coming  before  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  to 
request  inclusion  in  this  legislation  of  the  wordage  of  section  5  in 
H.R,  302  which  would  authorize  an  extension  of  the  service  area  of 
the  San  Luis  project  to  include,  through  Pacheco  tunnel,  the  counties 
of  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey. 

I  might  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  was  proposed  in  this  morning’s 
session  of  the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs.  The 
principal  majority  sponsor  of  the  bill  as  well  as  Mr.  Hosmer,  the 
minority  sponsor,  both  indicated  in  the  public  hearings  that  they 
were  agreeable  to  the  terms  of  section  5  and  would  be  agreeable  to 
having  them  included. 

You  have  just  heard  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  California  ex¬ 
press  a  similar  feeling.  I  know  full  well  that  the  committee  is  well 
acquainted  with  what  this  particular  section  would  accomplish.  And 
I  see  no  reason  in  my  taking  up  any  more  of  your  time  except  that  I 
would  ask  the  permission  of  the  chairman  merely  to  introduce  four 
persons  who  are  here  in  behalf  of  this  legislation  and  who  would  be 
qualified  to  answer  any  technical  or  legal  questions  that  you  might 
have,  if  I  may  do  so. 

Senator  Anderson.  Go  right  ahead. 

Representative  Gubser.  I  would  like  first  to  introduce  Dr.  George 
Sullivan,  consulting  engineer  of  the  Tri-County  Water  District  and 
dean  emeritus  of  Santa  Clara  Engineering  School. 

Senator  Anderson.  Glad  to  see  you  again,  Doctor. 

Representative  Gubser.  I  would  like  to  introduce  Mr.  Frank  Polack, 
chairman  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  Tri-County  Water  District; 
Mr.  Francis  Silliman,  who  is  a  director  in  the  newly  included  Santa 
Cruz  County  portion  of  the  Tri-County  Water  District  and  also  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Santa  Cruz  County  Board  of  Supervisors ;  and  Mr.  Albert 
Henley  who  is  the  attorney  and  legal  counsel  for  the  Tri-County 
Water  Authority. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  have  any  questions  I  should  be  delighted  to 
try  to  answer  them  and  perhaps  these  four  gentlemen  might  assist  me. 

Senator  Anderson.  Would  you  submit  for  the  record  the  language 
which  you  would  like  to  have  added?  I  know  you  identified  the  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  House  bill.  Would  you  submit  the  language  to  us  at  a 
later  time  ? 

Representative  Gubser.  I  would  be  glad  to  do  that  Mr.  Chairman. 

(The  information  follows:) 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  provide  Central  Valley  project  service, 
by  way  of  the  Pacheco  Tunnel  route,  to  lands  and  municipalities  in  Santa  Clara, 
San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey  Counties :  Provided,  That  construction  of 
the  works  to  provide  such  service  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  a  report  demon¬ 
strating  their  physical  and  economic  feasibility  has  been  completed,  reviewed 
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by  the  State,  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  and  by  the  Congress,  and  in  no  event 
prior  to  July  1,  1964,  unless,  in  the  meantime,  the  Governor  of  the  State  of 
California  shall  have  notified  the  Secretary  that  the  State  approves  the  con¬ 
struction  of  such  works  by  the  United  States. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  gave  us  a  fine  statement  of  it  a  year  or  so 
ago.  Since  that  time  I  had  a  chance  to  take  a  look  at  it  myself.  It 
looked  like  a  sensible  addition  to  the  project  that  I  for  one  would  like 
to  see  in  the  bill. 

Representative  Gubser.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Anderson.  Mr.  Dominy.  You  better  state  your  name  for 
the  record  and  what  you  do. 

STATEMENT  OE  ELOYD  E.  DOMINY,  ASSOCIATE  COMMISSIONED  OE 
RECLAMATION,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Mr.  Dominy.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Floyd  E.  Dominy,  Associate 
Commissioner  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Department  of  Interior. 
At  this  point  I  will  submit  a  prepared  statement  for  the  record  that  I 
presented  to  the  House  committee  on  a  similar  bill. 

(The  statement  referred  to  follows :) 

Statement  on  San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley  Project,  by  Associate 
Commissioner  of  Reclamation  Dominy 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  your  committee  this  morning  to  discuss  the 
proposed  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project  and  the  manner  in  which 
it  fits  into  the  overall  California  water  plan  for  development  of  the  water  and 
land  resources  of  that  State.  Last  year,  at  hearings  before  this  committee,  we 
made  a  detailed  presentation  of  the  San  Luis  unit.  There  have  been  no  develop¬ 
ments  in  the  intervening  year  that  affect  significantly  the  presentation  made 
last  year.  The  prepared  statements  we  have  today  cover  much  the  same  ground 
and  bring  up  to  date  the  information  presented  at  that  time.  We  will  be  glad 
to  go  into  these  to  whatever  detail  the  committee  may  desire. 

I  will  not  attempt  a  detailed  description  of  the  San  Luis  development  in  my 
testimony,  as  that  is  covered  in  the  statement  of  Regional  Director  Bellport,  who 
will  follow  me. 

On  December  17,  1956,  Secretary  Seaton  transmitted  to  the  Congress  for  its 
information  his  report  on  the  San  Luis  unit  as  an  interim  report,  in  advance  of 
recommendations  for  legislative  action.  He  stated  in  that  report  that  “negotia¬ 
tions  with  the  State  of  California  concerning  possible  means  of  integrating  the 
San  Luis  unit  with  the  proposed  Feather  River  project  of  the  State  are  pro¬ 
ceeding  at  the  present  time  and  their  outcome  will  be  instrumental  in  shaping 
the  recommendations  that  this  Department  will  make  when  authorizing  legisla¬ 
tion  for  the  San  Luis  unit  is  considered  by  the  Congress.” 

Following  submission  of  this  report  to  the  Congress,  numerous  meetings  were 
held  with  State,  local,  and  congressional  representatives  concerning  acceptable 
means  of  coordinating  the  proposed  San  Luis  and  Feather  River  developments. 
Within  the  past  year  our  regional  office  has  met  several  times  with  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Department  of  Water  Resources  looking  toward  the  negotiation  of  defi¬ 
nite  terms  of  an  agreement  relating  to  the  construction  and  operation  of  a  joint 
Feather  River-San  Luis  project.  These  negotiations,  however,  are  still  in  the 
formative  stage  and  considerable  additional  joint  study  will  be  required  before 
final  agreement  can  be  reached. 

The  meetings  have  disclosed  that  there  are  no  major  engineering  obstacles  to 
coordination  as  the  Bureau  and  State  engineers  are  in  general  agreement  as  to 
the  physical  works  required.  The  question  of  how  coordination  can  best  be 
accomplished  then  is  one  involving  policy  rather  than  engineering  considera¬ 
tions.  We  believe  that  H.R.  301,  with  minor  clarifying  amendments,  provides 
a  legislative  framework  within  which  the  United  States  and  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  can  work  out  appropriate,  mutually  acceptable  arrangements  for  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  joint-use  features  and  for  an  equitable  sharing  of 
costs.  Accordingly,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  recommends  enactment  of 
H.R.  301. 
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The  Central  Valley  project  was  first  authorized  by  Congress  to  include  Shasta 
and  Keswick  Dams  and  powerplants,  the  Delta  Crosschannel,  Contra  Costa 
Canal,  Delta-Mendota  Canal  and  Friant  Dam,  Friant-Kern  Canal,  and  Madera 
Canal.  The  project  was  reauthorized  in  1940  to  include  distribution  systems 
from  the  main  canals.  In  October  1949,  Congress  reauthorized  the  project  to 
include  the  American  River  features,  and  in  1950  to  add  the  Sacramento  River 
canals.  In  1955  the  Trinity  River  division  of  the  project  was  reauthorized. 

The  next  large  area  with  a  critical  immediate  need  for  additional  supplemental 
water  supplies  lies  on  the  west  side  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  part  of  which — 
the  San  Luis  area — is  proposed  for  development  under  legislation  now  before  the 
committee. 

In  its  relation  to  the  Central  Valley  project  the  San  Luis  unit  would  be  a 
further  stage  in  the  process  of  capturing  winter  waters  in  northern  California 
and  after  meeting  needs  there,  transferring  the  surplus  to  water-short  areas 
to  the  south.  This  is  the  purpose  of  the  irrigation  features  of  the  Central  Valley 
project  as  planned  by  State  and  Federal  agencies  over  the  last  35  years.  It  has 
been  and  is  being  planned  and  constructed  in  stages  to  meet  the  needs  of  various 
localities  as  these  needs  develop,  and  at  the  same  time,  it  is  being  designed  to  fit 
into  plans  for  future  use  in  other  areas.  The  plans  for  the  San  Luis  unit  are  an 
example  of  the  way  in  which  the  existing  project  facilities  can  assist  future  ex¬ 
pansion  of  the  project  area. 

In  addition  to  possible  changes  in  the  plan  to  accommodate  full  integration 
with  the  Feather  River  project,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  studied  one  im¬ 
portant  change  in  the  plan  of  development  and  operation  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
to  take  advantage  of  the  offer  by  the  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  to  exchange 
energy  on  a  more  favorable  basis  than  possible  under  present  contracts.  Studies 
show  that  under  certain  conditions  it  would  be  justifiable  to  invest  additional 
funds  for  a  forebay  to  the  San  Luis  pumps  and  for  enlargement  of  the  capacity 
of  those  pumps  to  permit  use  of  off-peak  energy  for  pumping.  This  additional 
cost,  coupled  with  the  estimated  cost  of  the  original  report  plan  indexed  to  pres¬ 
ent-day  construction  costs,  results  in  a  current  estimated  cost  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  of  .$290,430,000,  exclusive  of  distribution  and  drainage  systems.  Payout 
studies,  based  on  this  estimated  cost  and  the  present  estimated  cost  of  the  Trinity 
River  division,  show  that  project  costs  can  be  fully  returned  during  a  50-year  re¬ 
payment  period,  either  under  all-Federal  development  or  joint  development  of  the 
Trinity  River  division,  without  increase  in  prevailing  Central  Valley  project  rates 
for  either  power  or  present  water  service.  Surplus  revenues  would  amount  to 
more  than  $65  million  under  all-Federal  development  of  the  Trinity  River  divi¬ 
sion.  Under  joint  development  surplus  revenue  would  total  more  than  $200 
million.  The  distribution  and  drainage  system  costs  are  now  estimated  to  be 
$192,650,000.  These  costs  would  be  repaid  by  the  local  districts  under  separate 
contracts  if  constructed  by  the  United  States. 

Addition  of  the  San  Luis  Unit  to  the  Central  Valley  project  will,  of  course, 
have  an  impact  on  our  ability  to  provide  electric  power  to  preference  agencies 
from  the  Central  Valley  project.  If  the  Trinity  power  facilities  are  constructed 
by  the  Federal  Government,  the  service  to  preference  agencies  would  decrease 
from  650,000  kilowatts  to  470,000  kilowatts.  If  the  Trinity  plants  are  con¬ 
structed  by  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Co.,  the  service  to  preference  agencies  would 
drop  from  400,000  kilowatts  to  approximately  290,000  kilowatts,  the  amount 
required  to  serve  only  the  Sacramento  Municipal  Utility  District  and  other  minor 
contracts.  These  decreases  in  service  to  preference  agencies  were,  of  course, 
taken  into  consideration  in  the  payout  demonstrations  previously  mentioned. 
Under  either  circumstance  of  Trinity  power  development  we  support  approval 
of  the  San  Luis  unit. 

Much  of  the  service  area  of  the  San  Luis  unit  is  now  in  large  ownerships. 
Westlands  Water  District,  which  includes  two-thirds  of  the  entire  San  Luis 
water  area,  is  mindful  of  the  provisions  of  reclamation  law  with  regard  to  acre¬ 
age  limitations  in  single  ownerships.  Members  of  that  district,  in  appearing 
before  your  committee  in  May  of  1956  and  January  1958,  indicated  their  willing¬ 
ness  to  comply  with  those  provisions  of  reclamation  law.  However,  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  Co.  which  owns  approximately  120,000  acres  of  land  in  the  serv¬ 
ice  area,  65,000  of  which  are  in  the  Westlands  district,  informed  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  by  letter  of  October  1,  1956,  that  it  was  “not  prepared  to  commit 
these  lands  for  sale  under  the  usual  Bureau  of  Reclamation  recordable  contract.” 
The  company  further  stated  that  it  neither  sought  nor  expected  any  F  d«ml 
subsidy  in  the  form  of  40-year,  interest-free  money,  but  was  willing  to  pay  its  fair 
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share  of  the  irrigation  benefits  provided  the  capital  and  operating  costs  are  such 
that  the  land  and  crops  can  afford  to  do  so.  The  company,  however,  in  a  state¬ 
ment  presented  to  the  Senate  Interior  Committee  last  March  in  hearings  on 
S.  1887  indicated  that  if  the  Federal  Government  undertakes  the  San  Luis  unit 
it  wishes  to  cooperate,  recognizing  that  this  might  involve  signing  of  recordable 
contracts.  The  legislation  which  we  recommend  be  enacted  requires  compliance 
with  the  land  limitation  provisions  of  reclamation  law. 

H.R.  301,  in  section  3,  sets  forth  several  provisions  and  principles  to  guide 
preparation  of  an  agreement  between  the  United  States  and  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  for  coordinated  operation  and  joint  use  of  the  facilities  of  the  San  Luis 
unit.  In  many  respects  these  provisions  and  principles  contain  the  heart  of  the 
proposal  for  joint  development.  Among  other  things  they  contain  safeguards  to 
assure  operation  of  the  San  Luis  unit  as  planned  to  thus  protect  the  Federal  in¬ 
vestment  during  the  repayment  period.  We  regard  such  provisions  as  of  basic 
importance  to  Federal  participation  in  any  joint  development  of  the  San  Luis 
unit. 

Mr.  Dominy.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  here  before  your  committee 
in  support  of  the  pending  legislation. 

I  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  a  departmental  report  has  been  in¬ 
corporated  in  the  record. 

I  do  not  think  I  should  take  the  time  of  the  committee  to  read  the 
report. 

I  recognize  that  since  that  report  is  on  Senate  44  prior  to  the  sug¬ 
gested  amendments  that  Senator  Kuchel  proposed,  that  there  is  little 
to  gain  by  reading  that  into  the  record  at  this  point.  I  think  I  should 
follow  your  directive  and  speak  more  specifically  to  the  bill  as  proposed 
for  amendment. 

Senator  Anderson.  Do  you  find  that  the  amendments  proposed  by 
Senator  Kuchel  help  to  carry  out  some  of  the  recommendations  made 
by  the  Department  of  Interior  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  There  is  one  amendment  proposed  in  the  departmental 
report  which  recommended  a  change  in  language  on  a  portion  of  the 
bill  which  has  been  changed  by  Senator  Kuchel’s  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  but  the  change  as  proposed  by  Senator  Kuchel  does  not  comport 
with  the  change  proposed  by  the  Department.  In  that  regard - 

Senator  Anderson.  We  better  have  that  as  we  go  along  now. 

Mr.  Dominy.  Very  well,  sir.  In  the  Department’s  report,  and  I 
read : 

In  order  to  clarify  certain  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  dealing  with  the  sharing 
of  costs,  we  suggest  the  following  amendments  for  the  committee’s  considera¬ 
tion. 

“1.  In  place  of  the  sentence  appearing  in  line  12,  through  18  on  page  2,  sub¬ 
stitutes  the  following :  ‘upon  agreement  by  the  State  or  some  other  public  agency 
to  equitably  share  the  cost  as  later  provided  in  this  Act,  those  joint  use  facilities 
may  be  constructed  initially  either  to  permit  future  expansion  or  to  the  capacities 
necessary  to  serve  both  the  San  Luis  unit  service  area  and  the  State’s  service 
area.’  ” 

Senator  Anderson.  Are  you  going  to  comment  on  the  language 
suggested  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  Yes,  sir.  I  propose  to. 

Senator  Anderson.  His  language,  I  assume  it  is  this  language, 
“those  joint  use  facilities  shall  be  constructed  so  as  to  permit  future 
expansion  or  shall  be  constructed”  initially  to  the  capacities  neces¬ 
sary  to  serve  both  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  and  the 
State  service  area  as  hereinabove  provided  ? 
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I  take  it  that  this  language  is  exactly  what  Congressman  Hagen 
was  talking  about  where  the  Government  would  go  ahead  and  build 
it  to  the  full  capacity  regardless. 

Mr.  Dominy.  That  is  right,  sir.  In  commenting  I  would  like  to 
point  out  that  the  connotation  of  the  Department’s  suggestions  would 
leave  this  in  the  permissive  category  rather  than  the  explicit  directive 
category  as  would  be  accomplished  by  Senator  Kuchel’s  language. 
It  would  also  under  the  Department’s  proposed  language,  the  addi¬ 
tional  capacity  would  not  be  built,  or  at  least  would  not  be  a  require¬ 
ment  or  even  a  permissive  point  in  the  absence  of  agreement  with  the 
State  to  pay  their  part  of  the  additional  cost.  The  language  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  Senator  Kuchel  would  require  as  part  of  the  authorization 
that  if  the  Federal  San  Luis  project  is  to  be  built  that  the  capacity 
for  the  State  participation  would  be  put  in  the  works. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  think  that  would  have  a  rough  time,  maybe, 
in  the  Congress.  That  is  trying  to  tack  on  an  awful  burden,  it  would 
seem  to  me,  Senator  Kuchel,  for  which  the  Federal  Government  gets 
no  recompense  at  any  time. 

Mr.  Dominy.  That  is  not  necessarily  the  case,  Senator. 

Senator  Anderson.  Wait  a  minute.  If  you  build  it  to  large  capac¬ 
ity  and  the  State  does  not  come  in  you  have  a  lot  of  waste  motion, 
have  you  not  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  That  is  true,  but  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  in 
the  later  section  of  the  bill,  whether  or  not  the  Secretary  would  go  on 
and  build  the  project  in  the  absence  of  an  agreement  is  left  to  his 
discretion. 

Senator  Anderson.  If  he  has  a  legislative  mandate  which  says  “he 
shall  build  it,”  you  do  not  mean  to  tell  me  he  is  going  to  defy  the 
Congress,  do  you  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  The  same  bill  reverses  itself  to  this  extent.  This 
merely  says  if  he  built  any  Federal  project  it  shall  have  the  capacity 
in  it.  Whether  he  builds  any  project  or  not  is  later  modified  to  some 
extent  by  this  same  legislation. 

Senator  Anderson.  Does  it  not  mean,  then,  if  we  authorize  the 
Federal  project  with  this  language  in  it  that  the  Secretary  has  the 
authority  not  to  build  it  at  all  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  In  the  absence  of  agreement  with  the  State  to  pick 
up  their  equitable  share  of  the  total  capacity,  yes. 

Senator  Anderson.  Does  not  that  merely  say  the  people  in  the 
San  Luis  unit,  that  they  do  not  get  a  project  unless  the  Government 
gives  them  special  $100  million  donation  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  It  has  some - 

Senator  Anderson.  I  do  not  see  where  we  got  that  language.  The 
language  in  the  bill  last  year  was  pretty  good.  I  say  frankly,  Sena¬ 
tor  Kuchel,  that  I  would  think  this  language  would  cause  some  people 
a  little  worry. 

Mr.  Dominy.  May  I  call  your  attention  to  the  language  that  ap¬ 
pears  a  little  later  in  the  bill.  It  is - 

Senator  Anderson.  Spring  may  come  a  little  late  this  year  but  just 
the  same  I  do  not  like  this  provision  at  all. 

Mr.  Dominy.  It  starts  on  the  bottom  of  page  3  and  reads : 

The  Secretary  shall  not  commence  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  except 
for  the  preparation  of  designs  and  specifications  and  other  preliminary  work 
until  the  execution  of  such  agreement  between  the  United  States  and  the  State. 
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That  agreement  referring  to  equitable  showing  of  costs. 

Senator  Anderson.  Go  right  on,  though. 

Mr.  Dominy  (continues  reading)  : 

if  such  agreement  has  not  been  executed  by  July  1,  1960,  and  if,  after  consulta¬ 
tion  with  the  Governor  of  the  State,  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  prospects 
of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms  thereof  are  not  reasonably  firm,  he  may  pro¬ 
ceed  to  construct  and  operate  the  San  Luis  unit  in  accordance  with  section  1 
of  this  Act. 

Senator  Anderson.  Therefore,  his  option  of  the  State  does  not  come 
in — is  either  to  build  it  the  way  the  State  wants  it  or  not  build  it  at  all. 

Mr.  Dominy.  That  is  true,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  is  the  equivalent  of  a  shotgun  wedding,  is 
it  not  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  No. 

Senator  Anderson.  Why  not? 

Senator  Ivuchel.  Let  us  back  up  a  little  bit  and  see  whether  we  can 
get  precisely  what  the  intent  was  by  which  this  word  “may”  was 
stricken.  I  think  it  lies  in  the  desire  of  the  people  to  have  this  joint 
construction,  in  case  they  wanted,  it  should  be  made  clear  that  it  would 
be  mandatory  upon  the  Secretary  to  proceed  if  the  required  prelimi¬ 
naries  were  satisfactory,  and  agreed  to,  by  the  State  and  the  Secretary. 
I  do  not  think  that  it  is  in  the  mind  of  anyone  that  that  change  was 
made  to  bind  the  Federal  Government  willy-nilly  to  build  a  2,100,000 
acre  reservoir  and  perhaps,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  I  know  the  Depart¬ 
ment  has  recommended  this  bill  now  for  the  second  time,  perhaps  the 
precise  reason  for  that  change  in  language  might  be  given  by  one  of 
the  representatives  of  the  State  government  here.  I  wonder  if  we 
might  interrupt  Mr.  Dominy’s  testimony  to  that  extent. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  do  not  know  anything  about  legal  niceties  but 
I  still  read  the  English  language.  They  have  to  be  built  as  a  joint  op¬ 
eration.  If  the  State  does  not  go  into  it  then  the  Secretary  of  Interior 
shall  consider  whether  he  will  or  will  not  build  it,  if  he  decides  he 
will  build  it,  it  has  to  be  for  the  joint  use  of  both  the  State  and  the 
Federal  Government,  whether  the  State  puts  up  one  nickel  on  the  $400 
million  project. 

You  must  know  that  that  is  what  is  designed  to  kill  the  bill,  I 
would  think. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Mr.  Chairman,  might  Mr.  Brody,  a  lawyer  and 
assistant - - 

Senator  Anderson.  Mr.  Brody,  take  the  chair  and  go  ahead. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Would  you  describe,  Mr.  Brody,  what  you  under¬ 
stand  to  be  the  reason  prompting  this  one  change  ? 

STATEMENT  0E  RALPH  BRODY,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR  OF  WATER 
RESOURCES  DEPARTMENT  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Brody.  If  I  may  before  I  do  that,  Senator,  I  would  like  to  point 
out  this  entire  sentence,  and  I  think  that  perhaps  we  might  throw  some 
further  light  on  this. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  recognize  as  I  do  that  we  are  dealing  here 
with  legislative  intent. 

Mr.  Brody.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  This  is  not  a  private  conference,  but  a  legisla¬ 
tive  hearing. 

Mr.  Brody.  Yes,  sir. 
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Senator  Anderson.  The  legislative  language  was  one  way  in  the 
bill.  Now  there  is  an  amendment  that  strikes  it  out  and  substitutes 
something  else. 

Mr.  Brody.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  courts  have  been  called  upon  to  construe  it, 
and  I  always  say  to  Senator  Allott — I  speak  freely,  not  being  a  law¬ 
yer — the  courts  called  on  to  construe  this  have  to  look  to  legislative 
intent.  Why  did  they  strike  out  the  language  that  permitted  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  build  it  Federal  Government  size  only  if 
the  State  did  not  want  to  join? 

Mr.  Brody.  The  reason  for  that,  Senator,  was  that  initially  they 
wanted  to  provide,  with  the  desire  to  save  the  cost  with  respect  to 
future  expansion  of  the  project,  that  the  initial  construction  would 
be  performed  so  as  to  permit  future  expansion,  not  to  provide  the 
additional  capacity  initially.  If  I  may  point  to  the  specific  language 
here - 

Senator  Anderson.  Just  a  minute.  You  say  that  again. 

Mr.  Brody.  If  you  are  constructing  a  reservoir  which  later  is  going 
to  be  enlarged,  you  can  effect  a  considerable  saving  by  providing  for 
that  enlargement  initially  in  initial  construction. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  can  build  it  bigger  in  the  bill - 

Senator  Kuchel.  No. 

Mr.  Brody.  We  are  talking  about  foundation  structures  and  other 
related  matters,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  Precisely. 

Mr.  Brody.  Without  providing  the  additional  storage  capacity. 

If  I  may  refer  to  the  language  in  that  connection,  I  think  I  can 
clarify  it  in  that  context. 

The  sentence  itself  states:  “Those  joint-use  facilities  shall  be  con¬ 
structed  so  as  to  permit  future  expansion”  and  then  later  after  the 
stricken  portion  is  eliminated  it  provides  another  alternative  and  it 
states,  “or  shall  be  constructed  initially  to  the  capacities  necessary 
to  serve  both  the  Federal  San  Luis  service  area  and  the  State  service 
area  as  hereinafter  provided.”  The  “as  hereinafter  provided”  is  cov¬ 
ered  in  the  portion  of  the  act  in  section  3  which  requires  that  before 
the  ultimate  capacity  can  be  provided  there  must  be  an  agreement 
between  the  State  and  the  Federal  Government  so  that  the  initial 
portion  of  the  sentence  to  which  I  refer  merely  refers  to  the  provision 
of  construction  which  will  permit  future  expansion. 

And  then  at  any  point  of  time  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
provides  the  additional  capacity  there  must  then  be  in  existence  a 
contract  between  the  State  and  the  Federal  Government. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  think  that  what  is  in  section  1  modifies 
what  is  in  section  2  or  what  does  it  modify  ? 

Mr.  Brody.  I  think  what  is  in  sections  2  and  3  limits  what  is  stated 
in  section  1. 

Senator  Kuchel.  That  was  your  intention  when  the  language  was 
changed  ? 

Mr.  Brody.  Yes,  sir.  That  at  any  time  that  the  full  capacity  is 
provided  if  the  State  is  to  avail  itself  of  that,  that  there  must  be  a 
contract  in  existence  between  the  State  and  the  Federal  Government. 

Senator  Anderson.  Am  I  wrong  on  this  question  I  asked  a  moment 
ago  about  the  canal  ?  Does  it  follow  one  route  if  it  is  for  both  ?  One 
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route  for  Federal  and  a  different  route  for  both?  Ain  I  wrong,  Mr. 
Banks?  Did  I  not  fly  over  and  see  where  the  canal  went  further  up 
the  hill  if  it  is  a  joint  project  than  the  other  would?  Did  you  not 
go  through  the  whole  area  full  of  volcanic  ash  there  ?  They  admitted 
construction  is  going  to  be  extremely  expensive  and  that  accounts  for 
additional  $100  million  or  $50  million  or  $60  million  that  is  going  to 
go  into  it. 

Mr.  Brody.  Senator  Anderson,  we  have  two  canals  concerned  here 
in  this  area.  We  have  the  one  shown  in  red  which  would  be  jointly 
used  by  the  Bureau  and  by  the  State  in  transporting  water.  Then 
there  is  a  branch  canal,  called  the  Pleasant  Valley  Canal,  which 
would  be  solely  used  by  the  Bureau  for  service.  But  as  far  as  the 
transport  of  water  in  the  main  canal,  San  Luis,  to  this  point,  or  be¬ 
tween  the  State  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  it  would  be  in  this 
canal  as  shown  here,  a  jointly  used  transportation  facility.  The 
Bureau  would  pump  out  of  this  from  this  canal  into  a  higher  canal  to 
serve  some  of  the  higher  lands,  what  is  called  the  Pleasant  Valley 
|  Canal.  The  State  will  have  to  build  another  canal. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  am  not  talking  about  that  one.  I  know  the 
Tracy  pumping  plant  and  the  rest  of  that  story. 

Mr.  Dominy.  I  wonder,  Senator  Anderson,  if  you  have  reference  to 
a  fact  that  the  State  would  have  to  build  a  second  canal  that  parallels 
our  Delta-Mendota  Canal  ? 

Mr.  Brody.  Yes. 

Mr.  Downy.  I  think  that  is  what  the  Senator  has  reference  to. 
There  will  be  a  second  canal  there. 

Mr.  Brody.  There  will  be  a  jointly  used  canal  from  this  point  to 
this  point  here  as  far  as  the  main  canal  is  concerned.  That  is  where 
the  major  savings  come  in  as  between  the  joint  effort. 

Mr.  Dominy.  But  there  is  not  sufficient  capacity  in  the  Delta- 
Mendota  Canal  so  there  will  be  a  Feather  River  aqueduct  built  from 
the  delta  higher  up  on  the  hill. 

Mr.  Brody.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Dominy.  From  there  to  the  San  Luis  Reservoir.  I  think  that 
is  the  canal  you  have  reference  to,  Senator. 

Senator  Anderson.  No;  it  is  not.  I  am  sorry. 

Will  you  state  then  for  the  record,  Mr.  Banks,  that  if  the  San  Luis 
I  project  is  built  as  a  joint  State-Federal  project,  the  red  line  canal, 
which  is  down  there,  will  have  just  the  same  capacity,  under  that 
project  as  it  will  if  it  is  only  a  Federal  project? 

It  is  not  my  understanding  that  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Brody.  No.  If  I  in  any  way  implied  that  I  am  sorry. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  is  what  I  am  talking  about.  They  have 
been  showing  me  in  order  to  get  the  capacity  on  that  red  line  that  you 
moved  it  back  farther  up  the  bank.  It  goes,  and  I  could  take  you  to 
it,  to  a  place  that  erodes  back  a  little  bit  in  which  there  is  volcanic 
ash  and  has  additional  money  to  it  as  I  understand  it,  if  it  is  a  joint 
occupation. 

I  am  trying  to  find  out  if  the  language  of  this  bill  would  require 
the  Federal  Government  to  put  in  the  foundations  for  the  dam  which 
are  extremely  expensive,  stretch  all  the  capacity  out,  and  then  just 
raise  the  dam  only  200  feet,  let’s  say,  where  it  might  go  300  feet  if  we 
had  the  total  cost  of  it.  When  you  get  to  that,  then  we  are  going  to 
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ask  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  what  the  relative  share  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  going  to  be  on  that  type  of  construction. 

We  will  now  hear  from  Representative  Sisk. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  B.  F.  SISK,  A  U.S.  REPRESENTATIVE  FROM 
THE  12TH  DISTRICT  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Sisk.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  deeply  appreciate  this  opportunity  to 
make  a  statement  to  your  committee  on  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project.  This  project  involves  irrigation  of  a  sizable  part 
of  the  district  I  represent  as  well  as  the  hopes  of  the  entire  State  of 
California  for  a  start  toward  solving  its  complex  north-south  water 
transmission  problems. 

It  is  indeed  fortunate  that  as  the  Representative  of  the  immedi¬ 
ately  affected  district,  I  have  been  privileged  to  work  together  with 
the  two  Senators  from  California,  the  Honorable  Thomas  H.  Kuchel 
and  the  Honorable  Clair  Engle,  on  this  legislation.  Thus  there  is 
agreement  between  my  State’s  distinguished  Senators  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle,  and  four  other  Representatives  from  California  and  I 
have  introduced  a  bill  identical  to  theirs  in  the  House. 

Other  witnesses  far  better  qualified  than  I  will  present  the  engi¬ 
neering  facts  and  the  financial  and  economic  values  of  the  project. 
While  these  are  important  and  basic,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
they  are  not  the  ultimate  values  with  which  the  Nation  is  concerned 
in  carrying  forward  the  reclamation  program.  We  are  not  merely 
trying  to  irrigate  land  or  create  crops  or  reclaim  desert,  except  as 
these  enterprises  may  be  used  as  tools  to  promote  the  welfare  of  the 
people  of  the  United  States,  to  provide  them  with  homes  and  busi¬ 
nesses,  to  improve  their  opportunity  to  make  a  living  and  raise  their 
families  and  enjoy  the  freedoms  and  opportunities  of  America. 

It  is  with  these  human  values  of  the  San  Luis  project  that  I  am  pri¬ 
marily  concerned.  As  a  member  of  the  House  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs,  I  know  that  your  committee  will  want  to  know 
the  answer  to  this  question:  What  is  it  going  to  do  for  people  and 
will  the  people  of  the  United  States  benefit  directly  and  indirectly 
if  this  project  is  built? 

I  am  going  to  direct  your  attention  briefly  to  some  of  the  human 
values  involved  in  the  San  Luis  legislation  which  is  before  you. 

As  of  1950,  and  there  has  not  been  great  change  since  then,  the  San 
Luis  service  area  had  about  22,500  residents  in  a  strip  65  miles  long 
and  13  miles  wide  on  the  western  side  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley. 
Some  10,500  people  live  in  the  rural  areas  and  another  12,000  in  three 
small  cities  in  or  adjacent  to  the  service  area.  The  people  of  these 
towns  have  struggled  hard  and  effectively  to  improve  their  com¬ 
munities,  but  even  they  admit  there  is  much  to  be  desired  in  the  way 
of  business  and  community  facilities. 

What  do  they  face  in  the  future  if  this  project  is  not  provided? 
Much  of  the  cultivated  land  which  is  the  basis  of  their  economy  will 
revert  to  desert.  They  will  have  to  leave  and  seek  livings  and  homes 
elsewhere,  for  without  water,  they  will  have  no  jobs  and  no  businesses. 
This  will  be  a  desert  in  the  middle  of  the  finest  and  most  productive 
agricultural  area  on  the  face  of  the  earth,  starved  out  of  existence  by 
lack  of  water. 
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But  if  San  Luis  is  built,  according  to  careful  studies,  the  present 
population  of  the  area  will  almost  quadruple.  There  will  be  27,000 
farm  residents,  30,700  rural  nonfarm  residents,  and  29,800  city  dwel¬ 
lers;  in  all,  87,500  people  sharing  the  productivity  and  the  bounty  of 
fertile  lands  blossoming  with  an  ample  supply  of  San  Luis  water. 

Why  will  this  land  support  four  times  as  many  people  if  this 
project  is  built?  Because  it  is  inevitable  and  historic  that  under  the 
impact  of  reclamation  laws,  as  well  as  the  economics  of  farm  man¬ 
agement  and  operation,  these  lands  will  break  down  into  family-size 
units,  each  cultivated  by  individual  owners  and  their  families,  a  scale 
of  farm  operation  which  is  largely  impossible  under  present  conditions 
of  high  costs  and  water  uncertainty.  Without  an  assured  water  sup¬ 
ply,  as  you  must  realize,  our  lands  cannot  be  operated  in  units  which, 
with  water,  would  provide  a  family  living. 

Recent  surveys  show  that  the  land  proposed  to  be  irrigated  is  now 
in  1,050  ownerships.  These  studies  show  that  with  San  Luis  built, 
there  will  be  6,100  farms,  nearly  a  sixfold  increase.  And  in  the 
)  breaking  up  of  farms  to  family-size  units,  antispeculation  and  other 
provisions  of  the  reclamation  laws  will  assure  fair  prices. 

Today  the  main  crops  are  grain  and  cotton,  which  lend  themselves 
to  larger  scale  farming  operations,  with  a  minor  acreage  of  irrigated 
field  and  truck  crops.  With  San  Luis  built,  studies  show,  the  em¬ 
phasis  will  shift  to  truck  crops,  field  crops,  alfalfa,  fruits  and  grapes 
and  irrigated  pasture.  I  believe  production  of  surplus  crops  will 
decrease.  I  need  not  remind  you  gentlemen  who  are  concerned  with 
surpluses  in  crops  your  areas  raise,  that  such  a  shift  would  be  helpful 
to  your  people  and  to  the  Nation. 

It  takes  money  to  support  families.  It  takes  farm  income  to  pay 
the  grocer  and  the  hardware  merchant  and  to  clothe  and  feed  and 
educate  children.  It  takes  money  to  provide  the  income  taxes  that 
keep  our  Government  operating.  How  will  San  Luis  affect  the  in¬ 
come  of  the  area  and  the  tax  base  of  the  Nation? 

The  productivity  of  this  land  is  fantastic,  with  water.  Even  today, 
at  great  cost  and  with  an  uncertain  water  supply,  the  area  is  pro¬ 
ducing  crops  with  a  gross  yearly  value  of  about  $50  million.  The  net 
value  of  course  is  much  smaller.  Falling  water  tables,  increased  ex¬ 
pense,  and  the  eventual  impossibility  of  farming  large  acreages,  make 
it  inevitable  that,  without  San  Luis,  this  production  will  be  rapidly 
pinched  off.  Without  San  Luis,  it  is  figured,  long-term  net  farm 
income  would  be  reduced  to  $8,173,000  a  year.  This  amount  simply 
could  not  support  the  economy  of  the  area.  It  would  wither.  People 
would  be  forced  to  leave.  Not  more  than  150,000  acres  could  be 
farmed  out  of  over  400,000  potentially  productive  acres.  I  think  you 
will  join  me  in  the  feeling  this  would  be  a  tragic  and  inexcusable 
waste  of  our  resources. 

What  can  we  expect  with  San  Luis  built?  Instead  of  a  net  of 
$8,173,000  a  year,  without  the  project,  we  would  have  a  net  farm 
income  of  $35,216,000  a  year  with  the  project.  As  production  and 
farm  income  and  population  grow  beside  San  Luis  canals,  new  serv¬ 
ices  and  businesses  will  spring  up  and  nearby  towns  will  prosper. 
Shipping  will  increase,  locally  and  in  major  centers  of  the  State  and 
Nation.  In  addition  to  the  direct  benefits,  secondary  benefits  to  the 
Nation  are  figured  at  $27,632,000  annually,  and  that  will  flow  into 
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every  district  of  the  United  States,  and  help  people  there,  too. 

California’s  people  all  over  the  State  will  receive  additional  benefits 
in  lesser  costs  for  the  statewide  water  system,  because  this  proposal 
offers  true  Federal-State  cooperation  in  the  maximum  development 
of  our  water  resources  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  people. 

The  people  of  the  city  of  Coalinga  will  for  the  first  time  get  a 
potable  domestic  water  supply.  In  the  past,  drinking  water  has  cost 
these  people  the  incredible  price  of  $2,150  an  acre-foot.  There  are 
some  important  incidental  benefits,  too.  People  in  a  dry  land  will 
have  the  opportunity  for  water  sports  and  family  recreation. 

As  we  sit  in  Congress  considering  these  matters  and  trying  to  serve 
the  people  of  our  districts  and  the  Nation,  we  are  concerned  with  more 
homes,  more  farms,  more  businesses,  and  more  opportunities  for  the 
people  making  up  our  rapidly  expanding  population.  We  are  seek¬ 
ing  to  make  our  great  land  resources  available  to  provide  more  and 
better  living  for  more  people.  This,  I  believe  is  the  real  and  ulti¬ 
mate  goal  of  the  reclamation  policy  laid  down  by  Congress  more  than 
a  half  century  ago,  not  merely  to  irrigate  land  and  produce  crops. 

With  all  tlie  sincerity  and  depth  of  conviction  I  possess,  I  say  I 
know  of  no  project  which  more  admirably  and  directly  fits  the  pur¬ 
poses  and  objectives  of  our  national  reclamation  policy  than  does  the 
San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project.  I  ask  your  sympathetic 
consideration  and  agreement. 

STATEMENT  0E  HARVEY  0.  BANKS,  CALIFORNIA  WATER 
RESOURCES  DEPARTMENT 

Mr.  Banks.  For  the  record,  it  is  proposed  that  the  canal,  which  is 
shown  in  red  on  this  chart  under  the  joint  Federal-State  venture, 
would  be  used  jointly  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  service  its 
service  area  and  by  the  State  in  the  transport  of  water  from  San  Luis 
southward  to  its  service  area  lying  south  of  the  Federal  service  area. 

Senator  Anderson.  Will  it  be  the  same  size  ? 

Mr.  Banks.  No.  Under  the  joint  venture  it  will  not. 

Senator  Anderson.  What  has  to  be  built  under  the  language  of  this 
act  as  you  now  have  it,  if  the  Secretary  is  going  to  build  it  as  a  Fed¬ 
eral  project,  he  still,  under  the  language  of  this  act,  has  to  build  that 
canal  deeper,  with  all  of  the  rest  of  the  things  that  go  along  with  it, 
does  he  not  ? 

Mr.  Banks.  I  must  admit,  Senator,  that  I  am  not  a  lawyer. 

Senator  Kuchel.  What  is  the  intent  ? 

Mr.  Banks.  The  intent  is  that  the  dam  itself,  the  pumping  plant 
and  this  canal,  would  be  so  constructed  as  to  permit  future  enlarge¬ 
ment.  If  I  may  amplify  as  to  why  that  should  be  done,  irrespective 
of  whether  or  not  the  State  does  come  into  the  picture,  it  is  this :  If  the 
State  does  not,  the  time  will  come  when  water  will  have  to  be  trans¬ 
ported  south,  probably  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  at  that  time. 

It  has  always  seemed  to  us  that  it  would  be  in  the  public  interest  in 
any  event  to  so  construct  these  facilities  so  that  they  can  be  enlarged 
and  the  service  area  expanded  at  such  time  as  seems  necessary,  ir¬ 
respective  of  anything  the  State  may  or  may  not  do. 

Senator  Anderson.  Do  not  misunderstand  me  Mr.  Banks.  I  am 
very  much  in  favor  of  this  being  built  as  a  joint  project.  As  you 
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know,  I  am  stanchly  in  favor  of  going  ahead  with  the  project.  There 
is  no  question  about  that. 

But  I  do  think,  since  you  are  going  to  be  dealing  with  Federal 
money,  that  you  have  to  find  out  what  the  meaning  of  this  language 
is,  and  I  cannot  read  this  except  to  say  that  it  will  cost  the  Federal 
Government  a  sum  which  I  hope  the  Bureau  of  Declamation  will 
supply. 

But  if  it  is  less  than  $50  million  or  $60  million,  I  would  be  greatly 
surprised.  Can  you  estimate  what  it  is  going  to  take  to  put  the  foun¬ 
dations  for  the  San  Luis  project  in  at  the  full  size  they  would  have 
for  a  full  project;  how  much  extra  it  will  be  to  build  this  canal  at  the 
full  size  it  would  be  as  a  State  project  as  compared  to  what  it  will  be 
if  it  is  strictly  a  Federal  project  ? 

Is  that  where  you  get  the  difference  between  $280  million  and  $400 
million  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  To  the  ultimate  capacities,  the  cost  is  in  the  rango 
i  of  $292  million  for  the  Federal  project,  and  something  over  $400 
million  for  the  combined  project  with  full  capacity  there,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  extra  $100  million  is  not  for  right-of-way, 
is  it? 

Mr.  Dominy.  No,  sir.  It  is  for  additional  capacity,  including  addi¬ 
tional  right-of-way. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  interrupt  ? 

Perhaps  I  should  hesitate  to  admit  that  I  am  a  lawyer.  The  chair¬ 
man  is  doing  very  well  not  being  a  lawyer  in  his  interrogation  of  the 
witnesses.  I  have,  for  the  first  time,  read  the  amendment  which  is 
proposed  to  this  bill. 

In  order  to  clarify  the  discussion,  I  should  like  to  have  its  mean¬ 
ing  explained  by  the  witness,  the  witnesses  who  support  the  amend¬ 
ment.  The  original  bill  before  the  amendment  reads  as  follows,  and 
I  am  reading  from  page  2,  beginning  at  line  8 : 

The  work  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  joint-use  facilities)  for  joint  use  with 
the  State  of  California  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  State)  shall  be  the  dam 
and  reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  forebay  and  afterbay  pumping  plants, 
and  the  San  Luis  Canal.  Those  joint-use  facilities — 

|  this  was  the  original  language — 

Those  joint-use  facilities  may  be  constructed  to  permit  future  expansion  and, 
upon  agreement  by  the  State  or  some  other  public  agency,  to  equitably  share 
the  cost  as  later  provided  in  this  Act  shall  either  be  so  constructed  or  shall  be 
constructed  initially  to  the  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both  the  San  Luis  area 
and  the  State  service  area. 

The  amendment  strikes  out  the  word  “may”  in  line  13  and  inserts 
the  word  “shall,”  inserts  the  words  “so  as”  after  the  word  constructed, 
and  before  the  infinitive  “to  permit.” 

Then  on  the  same  line  13,  after  “expansion,”  strike  out  this 
phrase — 

and  upon  agreement  by  the  State  or  some  other  public  agency  to  equitably 
share  the  costs  as  later  provided  in  this  Act  shall  either  be  so  constructed  or 
shall  be  constructed  initially  to  the  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both  the  San 
Luis  unit  service  area  and  the  State  service  area. 

So  it  is  clear  that  from  that  sentence  there  were  alternative  methods 
of  construction.  The  amendment  changes  that,  dropping  the  word 


42  SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 

“may”  and  inserting  the  word  “shall.”  The  amended  sentence  reads 
as  follows : 

Those  joint-use  facilities  shall  be  constructed  so  as  to  permit  future  expansion. 

Then  the  first  contingency  is  dropped,  the  first  alternative  method 
is  dropped,  and  only  one  method  is  left — 

so  as  to  permit  future  expansion,  or  shall  be  constructed  initially  to  the  capaci¬ 
ties  necessary  to  serve  both  the  San  Luis  unit  service  area  and  the  State  service 
area. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Add  the  rest  of  the  sentence,  though. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  I  have  read  to  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
sentence. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  words  “as  hereinafter  provided”  comes 
down  there,  but  does  not  mean  anything  to  me. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  When  you  put  a  period  at  the  end  of  a  sen¬ 
tence,  a  lawyer  would  ask  for  a  construction  of  the  sentence. 

Senator  Anderson.  They  added  words,  Senator,  “as  hereinafter 
provided.” 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  I  see.  And  the  word  “Federal”  is  left  out 
there,  too. 

Senator  Anderson.  Yes.  It  leaves  these  alternatives :  You  have  to 
build  it  so  as  to  permit  future  expansion,  which  means  foundations 
and  everything  else,  or  you  have  to  do  the  whole  thing  at  one  time 
in  the  final  capacity. 

It  is  not  the  same  alternative  you  had  originally,  at  all. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  The  insertion  of  the  word  “shall”  was  in¬ 
tended  to  make  it  obligatory.  What  was  the  objection  to  striking 
out  the  clause — 

and  upon  agreement  by  the  State  or  some  other  public  agency  to  equitably  share 
the  costs  as  later  provided  in  this  Act  shall  either  be  so  constructed? 

That  is  the  end  of  the  clause  that  was  eliminated.  Why  was  that 
dropped  ? 

Mr.  Brody.  The  purpose  of  that  deletion,  sir,  was  to  eliminate  the 
necessity  for  an  agreement  prior  to  the  time  that  the  Secretary  com¬ 
menced  construction;  that  the  agreement  would  be  a  condition  pre¬ 
cedent  to  the  State’s  ability  to  participate  in  the  project  or  to  enlarge 
the  project  at  a  later  date. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  So  that  it.  is,  as  you  now  testify,  designed  to 
make  it  possible  for  the  Federal  Government  to  begin  the  work  for 
the  expanded  project  before  there  is  an  agreement  with  the  State? 

Mr.  Brody.  As  to  the  possibility  of  providing  that  type  of  con¬ 
struction  which  can  later  be  enlarged ;  yes,  sir. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  So  it  is  clearly  a  design  to  authorize  the 
Federal  Government  to  build  this  project  without  any  definite  agree¬ 
ment  in  advance  that  the  State  will  cooperate  ? 

Mr.  Brody.  But  not  as  to  its  ultimate  capacity,  sir.  Only  so  as  to 
permit  the  initial  features,  to  permit  future  expansion. 

Senator  Anderson.  What  he  is  trying  to  say  is  if  you  are  going  to 
built  an  office  building,  you  can  build  it  with  foundations  to  carry 
it  up  to  12  stories,  but  you  only  have  to  build  it  one  story.  Some  of 
us  know  that,  costs  a  little  more  than  if  you  decide  to  build  a  one- 
story  bu  tiding.  That  is  the  situation  here. 
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You  are  asking  the  Federal  Government  to  lay  out  from  $50  million 
to  $75  million,  I  would  think — but  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  will 
tell  us  what  it  is — without  any  hope  of  reward.  If  the  State  finally 
decides  to  come  in,  fine;  but  if  it  does  not,  there  sits  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  with  massive  foundations  that  it  does  not  need,  with  canals 
larger  than  it  can  ever  utilize,  and  all  they  have  is  the  fact  that  the 
State  has  decided  not  to  come  in. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Senator,  that  is  not  so. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  show  me  where  it  is  not  so.  You  read  it 
so  it  is  not  so.  We  can  both  read  it.  We  know  that  is  so,  exactly. 

Senator  Kuchel.  But  the  Senator,  when  he  made  that  last  state¬ 
ment,  said  that  the  money  which  the  Federal  Government  would 
expend  for  a  type  of  underpinning  that  would  permit  expansion 
would  be  wasted  money.  That  simply  is  not  so.  I  think  Mr.  Dominy 
from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  will - 

Senator  Anderson.  Let  any  engineer  testify  that  wants  to.  If  you 
build  foundations  bigger  than  you  need,  build  the  canal  larger  than 
necessary  to  carry  the  water  and  properly  secured,  you  waste  money ; 
at  least  I  think  you  do. 

Do  you  not,  Mr.  Dominy?  The  fact  that  it  is  Federal  money  when 
you  throw  it  away,  it  is  still  wasted ;  is  it  not  ? 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  are  doing  so  well  I  hate 
to  interrupt  you,  but  I  want  to  get  the  language  into  the  record. 

Senator  Kuchel.  If  I  may  interrupt,  Senator  O’Mahoney,  I  will 
stop.  Our  good  friend  made  a  statement,  and  I  know  he  feels  it  is  100- 
percent  accurate,  but  it  is  not.  I  want  to  go  back.  I  recognize  that 
this  legislation  is  not  going  to  move  unless  the  chairman  is  con¬ 
vinced  that  it  is  in  the  public  interest.  I  mean  that. 

So  far  as  that  extra  money  thing  is  concerned,  it  can  be  cleared  up 
and  it  will  be  cleared  up.  Now,  Senator,  you  go  ahead  and  then  we 
will  get  back. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  I  do  want  to  clear  this  up. 

Now,  bear  in  mind  it  has  been  agreed  by  the  witness  here  that  sec¬ 
tion  1  has  been  amended  so  as  to  put  the  mandatory  “shall”  into  the 
directive  instead  of  the  permissive  “may”  and  so  as  to  eliminate  the 
prior  requirement  for  an  agreement  by  the  State. 

Go  now  to  page  3  of  the  printed  bill,  section  2,  to  page  3  of  the  type¬ 
written,  amended  bill,  line  6.  We  have  a  sentence  that  reads  as  fol¬ 
lows,  and  this  is  in  both  bills : 

The  Secretary  shall  not  commence  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  except 
for  the  preparation  of  designs  and  specifications  and  other  preliminary  work, 
until  the  execution  of  such  an  agreement  between  the  United  States  and  the 
State. 

There  is  a  negative  directive. 

But  if  such  an  agreement  has  not  been  executed  by  July  1, 1960 — 
and  this  is  amended  now  to  J anuary  1, 1962 — 

and  if,  after  consultation  with  the  Governor  of  the  State,  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  prospects  of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms  thereof  are  not  reason¬ 
ably  firm,  he  may  proceed  to  construct  and  operate  the  San  Luis  unit  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  1  of  this  Act. 

But  Section  1  has  been  amended.  Section  1,  as  amended,  is  the 
one  which  makes  it  mandatory  upon  the  Secretary  to  build  the  en- 
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larged  canal.  Under  section  1  as  originally  introduced,  the  Secretary 
would  proceed  only  upon  an  agreement  with  the  State  on  the  enlarged 
facility. 

Now,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  must  proceed,  although  the  agree¬ 
ment  has  not  been  made,  and  then  if  he  finds  that  there  cannot  be 
an  agreement,  he  may  build  the  project  as  provided  in  section  1.  But 
the  provision  in  section  1  which  was  contained  there,  when  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  section  2  was  written,  has  been  removed. 

As  it  comes  before  us  now,  it  clearly  means  that  the  Secretary  shall 
build  the  enlarged  canal  whether  or  not  he  gets  an  agreement  with 
the  State.  Is  that  not  a  correct  interpretation  of  this  language?  If 
that  is  not  what  you  want,  I  think  you  better  change  it,  Senator. 

Senator  Kuchel.  May  I  make  a  comment? 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Surely. 

Senator  Kuchel.  There  are  going  to  be  constantly  increasing  water 
needs,  Senator,  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley.  There  are  going  to  be 
increasing  water  needs  in  southern  California. 

I  think  Mr.  Dominy  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  will  indicate 
what  my  recollection  is,  as  indicated  to  Senator  Anderson,  Senator 
Watkins,  and  myself  last  year,  that  it  would  be  in  the  public  interest 
to  construct  the  reservoir  at  San  Luis  in  a  fashion  that  would  permit 
additional  storage  because  if  the  people  in  the  State  of  California, 
the  State  government  and  the  conservancy  districts,  were  unable  to 
agree,  and  if  a  complete  impasse  were  reached  where  no  State  activity 
would  take  place,  I  believe  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  would  tell 
you  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  would  recommend  feasible 
reclamation  projects  for  the  lower  part  of  the  San  Joaquin  which 
would  require  the  storage  capacity  of  the  San  Luis  Reservoir,  and  to 
that  extent  it  would  be  in  the  public  interest  no  matter  from  what 
source  supplemental  water  were  subsequently  to  come;  it  would  be  in 
the  public  interest  to  have  the  reservoir  built  in  a  capacity  to  permit 
future  enlargement. 

Was  that  not  the  indication  that  the  Bureau  gave  us  last  vear,  Mr. 
Dominy  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  There  has  been  some  exploratory  work  done  along 
that  line ;  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  Mr.  Dominy,  did  you  tell  me  when  we  started 
to  build  the  Glen  Canyon  Dam  we  would  have  said,  “Look,  we  want 
to  build  the  Bridge  Canyon  Dam  and  four  or  five  others,  and  we 
will  build  them  all  now  even  though  Congress  has  not  approved  them 
because  someday  somebody  would  want  them.” 

Do  you  mean  that  you  would  build  that  dam  large  enough  to  take 
care  of  something  that  has  not  been  approved  by  "the  Congress,  or 
the  President  of  the  United  States?  Is  that  your  testimony? 

Mr.  Dominy.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  did  not  think  it  was. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Here  is  what  the  Senator  and  this  committee 
said  in  writing  when  this  bill  was  reported  a  year  ago.  I  quote  from 
page  6  of  the  San  Luis  unit  report,  if  the  Senator  please.  I  quote 
as  follows : 

That  with  or  without  an  agreement  with  the  State,  the  San  Luis  unit  reservoir 
and  other  facilities  should  be  designed  to  provide  an  ultimate  storage  capacity 
of  at  least  2  million  acre-feet  even  though  only  about  one-half  of  that  volume  is 
required  for  the  San  Luis  unit  area. 
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and  continuing  to  paragraph  7  of  the  report  that  this  committee  ap¬ 
proved  last  year — 

that  the  Congress  should  go  to  every  extent  possible  to  encourage  the  State  of 
California  to  place  itself  in  a  position  for  the  San  Luis  unit  to  be  integrated  with 
the  State  water  plan,  but  California  itself  must  compose  its  differences  in  order 
to  pave  the  way  for  this  desired  result.  In  the  event  State  integration  should 
fail,  the  eventual  extension  of  the  San  Luis  service  to  the  Avenal  Gap — 

and  that  is  down  south,  I  will  say  to  the  Senator,  in  Kern  County — 

to  the  southward  appears  desirable. 

Then  on  page  10: 

Estimated  Federal  capital  construction  costs  of  the  San  Luis  unit  total  $290,- 
430,000.  Included  in  the  total  item  is  an  item  of  $10,814,000  for  the  added  cost 
of  making  provision  for  doubling  the  capacity  of  San  Luis  Reservoir  through 
additional  basic  footings  and  other  features.  Construction  of  distribution  and 
drainage  system  is  authorized,  but  provision  is  recognized  for  the  probable 
construction  of  these  facilities  by  local  interests. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  think  I  can  go  right  along  with  that. 

Senator  Ivuchel.  That  is  what  we  just  said. 

Senator  Anderson.  No. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Where  is  there  a  difference  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  One  says  “design”  and  the  other  says  “design 
and  construct.”  The  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy  wrestled 
a  long  time  with  the  design  for  a  gas-cooled  reactor,  but  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  decided  not  to  construct  it.  I  know  the  difference  if 
nobody  else  does. 

I  just  want  to  say  to  my  good  friend  from  California  that  I  do  not 
question  the  desirability  of  going  on  with  something  else,  but  I  also 
say  to  you  that  when  you  put  into  the  bill  that  the  only  alternative,  if 
you  are  going  to  construct  it,  is  to  construct  it  with  a  canal  big  enough 
to  carry  the  whole  load  of  the  Federal  and  State  project,  and  the  foot¬ 
ings  big  enough  for  the  whole  dam,  you  are  adding  a  lot  to  the  bill. 

Senator  Kuchel.  That  is  not  what  you  said  and  what  I  said  a 
year  ago. 

Senator  Anderson.  Yes.  $10  million  does  not  begin  to  cover  it. 

Senator  Kuchel.  That  is  what  we  indicated  in  our  report  last  year 
and  which  the  staff  prepared  for  us. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  think  the  Senator  from  California  prepared 
it.  He  did  a  fine  job.  He  filed  it. 

Senator  Kuchel.  No ;  I  did  not  prepare  it. 

Senator  Anderson.  Can  we  have  your  testimony,  Mr.  Dominy,  if 
$10  million  more  would  cover  the  cost  of  what  they  have  in  this 
amendment  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  I  would  like  to  go  on  with  what  I  had  proposed  to  add 
before  this  very  enlightening  discussion  took  place. 

In  all  seriousness,  Senator  Anderson,  the  reason  I  brought  up  this 
point  was  because  the  official  report  of  the  Department  had  recom¬ 
mended  something  quite  different  than  what  is  now  in  the  bill  that 
the  committee  is  considering. 

I  want  you  to  know  that  I  participated  in  the  conference  with  all 
of  the  various  interests  of  the  State  which  resulted  in  the  language 
which  Senator  Kuchel  has  proposed  here  today  as  an  amendment  to 
Senate  bill  44.  I  have  not,  however,  had  time  to  clear  tins  amended 
language  with  my  superiors  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  nor 
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have  we  had  time  to  present  it  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  get 
a  final  position  of  the  administration  of  this  new  language. 

This  is  a  very  significant  point.  In  all  honesty,  here  is  my  judg¬ 
ment  as  to  what  this  language  does.  I  think  it  means  that  in  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  agreement,  to  go  ahead  on  the  combined  Feather  River  proj¬ 
ect  of  the  State  of  California,  and  the  Federal  San  Luis  project  as  a 
joint  undertaking,  that  the  Federal  project  will  not  be  built  without 
additional  consideration  in  Congress. 

.  You  notice  that  it  says  the  Secretary  “may.”  But  he  has  to  submit 
his  plans  to  the  Congress;  it  has  to  lay  before  the  committees  for  90 
days.  He  would  still  have  to  go  before  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  to  get  money. 

In  all  honesty,  I  do  not  think  the  project  would  be  built  under  this 
directive  in  the  absence  of  an  agreement  with  the  State  to  share 
equitably  in  the  costs  of  the  joint  project. 

Senator  Anderson.  Do  you  believe  that  the  Federal  project  is  a 
feasible  project? 

Mr.  Dominy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  Then  why  would  it  not  be  built  if  the  Congress 
authorized  it  and  the  President  said  to  go  ahead  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  Because  under  this  language  it  is  tied  in  with  a  joint 
construction  of  the  Feather  River  project  of  the  State.  I  think  that 
is  highly  desirable.  I  think  the  Feather  River  project  ought  to  be 
built.  The  Governor  has  testified  that  he  is  strongly  in  support  of 
it,  that  he  expects  to  exert  his  not  inconsiderable  influence  in  carrying 
forward  the  State’s  portion  of  this  joint  plan,  which  is  really  what 
we  are  considering  here. 

I  am  prepared  to  recommend  to  the  Secretary,  and  I  hope  that  he 
will  join  me  in  recommending  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  accept¬ 
ance  of  this  language,  because  it  represents  the  combined  agreement  of 
all  of  the  interests  of  the  State  of  California  interested  in  this  very 
worthwhile  development. 

Senator  Anderson.  What  do  you  think  the  extra  costs  are  going  to 
be? 

Mr.  Dominy.  I  don’t  think  there  will  be  any  extra  cost.  When  we 
get  the  agreement,  it  will  be  a  saving  to  the  Federal  Government. 

Senator  Anderson.  If  the  State  goes  ahead.  If  the  State  does  not 
go  ahead,  what  will  the  extra  cost  be  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  In  that  case,  I  have  already  said  I  doubt  very  seri¬ 
ously  if  this  Federal  project  would  be  built  under  this  authority.  I 
think  it  would  have  to  come  back  and  have  further  consideration. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  have  a  concept  of  what  full  right  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  has.  Do  you  not  recognize  that  if  the  Con¬ 
gress  says  the  Federal  San  Luis  project  shall  be  built,  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  signs  that,  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  does  not  have  veto 
power  over  the  President  and  the  Congress  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  I  humbly  call  to  your  attention  that  the  bill  further 
modifies  that  in  sections  2  and  3  to  say  that  he  may  build  it  in  the 
absence  of  agreement,  and  in  saying  that  he  may  build  it,  it  requires 
him  to  submit  his  report  to  Congress  and  it  lies  before  the  committees 
for  90  days. 

I  say  that  there  is  ample  time  for  the  Congress  and  others,  including 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  to  make  the  final  decision. 
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Senator  Anderson.  Show  me  again  where  he  may  build  it. 

Mr.  Dominy.  It  is  in  the  language  of  both  bills.  It  is  in  section  2. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  That  is  the  language  I  was  reading. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  do  not  so  read  it  at  all.  He  may  build  it  in 
accordance  with  one  thing.  But  the  previous  order  says  he  shall  build 
it.  You  tell  me  where  he  gets  authority  to  thumb  his  nose  at  the 
Congress  and  the  President  ?  You  show  me  that  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Dominy.  You  and  I  share  one  thing,  Senator  Anderson;  I  am 
not  a  lawyer  either. 

Senator  Anderson.  We  both  read  the  English  language. 

Mr.  Dominy.  Yes,  sir.  And  it  says  the  Secretary — 

shall  not  commence  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  except  for  the  preparation 
of  designs  and  specifications  and  other  preliminary  work  until  the  execution  of 
such  an  agreement  between  the  United  States  and  the  State. 

The  agreement  referred  to  there  is  an  equitable  sharing  of  costs  be¬ 
tween  the  Federal  Government  and  the  State. 

Senator  Anderson.  We  got  into  a  big  argument  with  another 
public  official  one  time  because  he  quoted  the  law  to  the  proviso  and 
dropped  out  the  rest  of  it.  It  says  “but”. 

Mr.  Dominy  (reading)  : 

But  if  such  an  agreement  has  not  been  executed  by  January  1,  1962,  and 
if  after  consultation  with  the  Governor  of  the  State  the  Secretary  determines 
that  the  prospect  of  reaching  accord  and  the  terms  thereof  are  not  reasonably 
firm,  he  may  proceed  to  construct  and  operate  the  San  Luis  unit  in  accoi dance 
with  section  1. 

Senator  Anderson.  What  was  he  ordered  to  do  in  section  1? 

Mr.  Dominy.  He  is  ordered  to  build  it  with  the  capacity.  But 
now  it  says  he  may  proceed.  I  leave  it  to  my  good  friend,  Senator 
O’Mahoney,  who  is  a  great  constitutional  lawyer,  to  clear  up  the 
point  as  to  whether  that  does  not  modify  the  directive  of  “shall” 
in  the  first  section. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  He  may  proceed  without  an  agreement  with 
the  State.  Does  not  this  amendment  clearly  mean  one  thing — that 
the  drafters  of  it  were  preparing  for  the  contingency  that  the  State 
would  not  agree  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  That  is  right. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  The  testimony  this  morning  all  indicated  that 
the  State  would  agree.  Why  can  we  not  put  the  bill  in  that  form  ? 
I  am  convinced  that  we  ought  to  build  this  joint  project,  State  and 
F  ederal. 

The  Governor  testified  this  morning  that  he  is  confident  a  bond  issue 
will  be  made,  and  that  the  legislature  will  agree.  He  counted  the 
noses.  There  seems  to  be  complete  agreement  that  the  State  of 
California  was  going  to  go  along  with  a  vast  program  of  water 
development.  I  was  delighted  to  hear  that  testimony. 

California  will  be  the  leading  State  in  population  and  in  industrial 
production  in  all  probability  when  we  make  this  water  available. 
You  have  a  lot  of  Members  of  Congress  in  both  Houses  who  are  quite 
willing  to  cooperate  with  you,  but  when  you  come  in  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  clearly  obviates  the  necessity  for  an  agreement  with  the 
State  at  the  beginning,  you  raise  questions. 

Mr.  Brody.  May  I  make  an  observation,  Senator? 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Surely. 
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Mr.  Brody.  The  purpose  in  suggesting  the  amendment  was  simply 
this.  It  was  not  to  require  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  nor  do  I 
believe  it  had  the  effect  of  requiring  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
to  proceed  with  construction  in  the  absence  of  an  agreement  with 
the  State  of  California. 

But  the  effect  of  the  document  now,  as  I  understand  it,  as  it  was 
intended  to  be,  was  that  if  he  did  proceed  with  construction,  then 
in  that  event  he  must  then  provide,  in  the  absence  of  an  agreement, 
if  he  proceeds  with  construction,  he  must  proceed — — 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Let  us  read  section  1  again.  You  are  using 
the  draft  of  the  amendment  ? 

Mr.  Brody.  Yes. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  The  last  sentence  on  page  1  begins  with  the 
word  “those.”  Do  you  find  it? 

Mr.  Brody.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  O’Mahoney  (reading) : 

Those  joint-use  facilities  shall  be  constructed  so  as  to  permit  future  expansion, 
or — 

there  is  either  “or” — 

shall  be  constructed  so  as  to  permit  future  expansion,  or  shall  be  constructed 
initially  to  the  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit 
service  area  and  the  State  service  area  as  hereinafter  provided. 

Now,  is  that  not  a  plain,  direct  order  to  construct  this  project  so 
that  it  will  be  capable  of  being  expanded  to  include  the  State  project 
if  the  State  project  should  ever  be  built,  should  ever  be  agreed  to? 

Mr.  Brody.  That  is  correct,  sir,  with  one  qualification"  which  I 
would  submit. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  What  is  that? 

Mr.  Brody.  If  we  turn  to  page  3  of  the  typewritten  draft,  in  the 
sixth  line,  there  is  a  limitation  which  says  that  the  Secretary  shall 
not  commence  construction  except  upon  the  meeting  of  certain  condi¬ 
tions.  I  respectfully  submit - 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  He  begins  with  the  preparation  of  designs 
and  specifications  and  other  preliminary  work  until  the  execution  of 
an  agreement.  But  if  we  go  on,  it  says  if  the  Secretary  determines 
that  the  prospects  of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms  thereof  are  not 
reasonably  firm,  he  may  proceed  to  construct  and  operate  the  San 
Luis  unit  in  accordance  with  section  1  of  this  act.  But  section  1  of 
the  act  you  have  changed. 

Mr.  Brody.  But  I  would  submit,  sir,  that  by  applying  the  language 
in  both  sections  of  the  bill,  the  permissive  nature  of  the  words  “he 
may” - 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Do  you  not  agree  that  you  are  dealing  now 
only  with  a  project  which  contains  these  two  alternatives  and  these 
only? 

Mr.  Brody.  Yes,  sir.  If  he  builds  anything. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  If  he  builds  anything,  it  must  be  such  a 
project  as  to  permit  future  expansion,  or  it  must  be  constructed  initi¬ 
ally  to  the  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both  of  the  units. 

Mr.  Brody.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  That  is  the  only  thing  he  can  build. 

Mr.  Brody.  If  he  builds  at  all ;  yes. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  If  he  builds  at  all. 
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Now,  the  proviso  on  page  3  says  that  if  the  Secretary  so  deter¬ 
mines,  that  is  to  say,  that  there  is  not  going  to  be  an  agreement,  “he 
shall  report  thereon  to  the  Congress,  and  shall  not  commence  con¬ 
struction  for  90  days.”  That  is  only  3  months. 

It  reads — 

Ninety  days  from  the  date  of  his  report.  In  considering  the  prospects  of  reach¬ 
ing  accord  on  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  the  Secretary  shall  give  substantial 
weight  to  any  relevant,  affirmative  action  theretofore  taken  by  the  State,  in¬ 
cluding  the  enactment  of  State  legislation  authorizing  the  State  to  acquire  and 
convey  to  the  United  States  title  to  lands  to  be  used  for  the  San  Luis  Unit,  or 
assistance  given  by  it  in  financing  Federal  design  and  construction  of  the  unit. 

Now,  I  ask  you:  Why  would  it  not  be  possible  to  draft  this  bill 
as  it  was  originally  designed,  so  that  it  would  be  contingent — that  is 
to  say,  for  the  double  unit  construction — it  would  be  contingent  upon 
an  agreement  with  the  State  ? 

Your  answer  may  be  it  is  desirable— and  this,  I  think,  is  Senator 
Kuchel’s  answer — it  is  desirable  to  have  the  F ederal  Government  build 
the  project  in  such  a  form  that  at  anytime  in  the  futui*e,  if  the  State 
does  not  agree  now,  it  may  later  come  in  and  agree  and  then  you 
may  add  the  State  unit. 

Mr.  Brody.  That  is  precisely  what  we  had  in  mind,  Senator. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Well,  that  is  the  issue. 

Senator  Kuchel.  If  a  language  change  could  eliminate  what  my 
good  friend,  Senator  O’Mahoney,  calls  the  issue,  I  think  everyone  in 
this  room  who  is  a  party  to  the  legislation  would  want  the  language 
changed. 

I  respectfully  suggest  to  my  colleague  that  there  is  no  fundamental 
issue  here.  On  the  language,  if  Senator  O’Mahoney  will  take  a  look 
at  the  mimeographed  bill,  the  next  to  the  last  line  on  page  1,  if  we 
change  the  words  which  start  the  last  sentence  from  “those  joint-use 
facilities”  and  substitute  “the  dam  and  reservoir  shall  be  constructed,” 
then  you  at  least  would  eliminate  the  questions  which  Senator  Ander¬ 
son  raises  with  respect  to  any  canals. 

Then  on  page  3  of  that  mimeographed  piece  of  legislation  I  think 
the  committee  might  well  consider  the  alternate  authority  which  the 
bill  clothes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  with ;  rather,  having  him  pro¬ 
ceed  in  the  alternative  with  the  construction  “in  accordance  with 
section  1  of  this  act,”  if  that  happens  to  be  the  stumbling  block. 

I  respectfully  suggest  that  his  authority  would  be  to  proceed  to 
construct  the  dam  under  Federal  reclamation  law.  There  will  not, 
I  submit,  be  any  problem  with  respect  to  this  legislation.  You  have 
heard  the  Governor  of  the  State  suggest  that  the  State  legislature  is 
going  to  go  along. 

Senator,  this  legislation,  if  passed,  will  provide  the  impetus  to  the 
Legislature  of  California  to  accede  to  the  request  made  by  Governor 
Brown.  You  will  have  this  legislation  truly  integrated  with  what 
the  State  does. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Why  not  draw  it  in  such  form  as  to  make 
it  mean  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  build  this  double-use 
facility  if  the  State  agrees  to  the  joint  payment  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  That  is  exactly  what  the  original  language  of 
the  bill  provided,  and  that  is  what  they  are  trying  to  get  away  from. 

Mr.  Brody.  I  think  there  may  be  a  misconception  as  to  what  moti¬ 
vated  this  suggested  change.  If  I  may,  I  would  like  to  make  a  brief 
statement  in  that  connection. 
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Senator  Anderson.  All  right. 

Mr.  Brody.  If  you  will  note  on  page  2  of  the  draft  of  the  bill,  about 
a  fourth  of  the  way  down  on  the  page,  it  says — 

Construction  of  the  San  Luis  Unit  shall  not  be  commenced  until  the  Secretary 
has  (1)  secured  or  has  satisfactory  assurance  of  his  ability  to  secure  all  of  the 
rights  to  the  use  of  water  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  project, 
and  receives  satisfactory  assured  from  the  State  of  California  that  will  make 
provision  for  master  drainage — 

and  so  forth. 

Later  on  in  the  bill  there  is  provision  for  execution  of  a  contract  be¬ 
tween  the  State  and  the  Federal  Government,  the  specific  items  of 
which  are  to  be  included  are  also  provided  for. 

There  is  a  cutoff  date  of  1962,  as  you  will  recall,  in  the  bill  at  the 

Present  time.  There  was  some  concern  among  the  local  interests  that — 
am  trying  to  put  this  as  mildly  as  I  can— that  if  an  area  of  disagree¬ 
ment  arose  in  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  might  feel  that  it 
would  be  to  his  advantage,  to  say,  “We  do  not  have  satisfactory  as¬ 
surances  as  to  water  rights,”  not  because  the  assurances  were  not  there, 
but  rather,  because  he  might  prefer  to  go  ahead  with  Federal  con¬ 
struction  alone  on  the  smaller  project — again  realizing  the  kind  of 
fears  and  suspicions  which  arise  in  this  kind  of  situation,  that  they 
wanted  to  make  certain  that  if,  through  arbitrary  action  of  the  De¬ 
partment,  a  contract  was  delayed,  that  at  least  before  he  proceeded 
with  construction  there  would  be  the  insurance  that  the  basic  facilities 
would  be  there  which  would  permit  enlargement  if  that  contract  could 
be  negotiated  at  a  later  point  of  time. 

Fundamentally,  that  was  the  sole  purpose  for  suerffestinir  this 
amendment. 

Senator  Anderson.  Why  the  cutoff  date?  That  is  what  the  cutoff 
date  does.  That  gives  you  until  January  1, 1962. 

Mr.  Brody.  But  they  were  fearful  that  the  kind  of  delay  which 
might  be  occasioned  through,  perhaps,  arbitrary  action — and  I  am 
not  saying  I  sympathize  with  that  kind  of  viewpoint,  but  neverthe¬ 
less  it  might  exist — that  that  cutoff  date  might  arrive,  and  at  that 
point  of  time  the  Secretary  would  say,  “Well,  I  am  going  ahead,  and 
I  am  only  going  to  construct  sufficiently  to  serve  the  Federal  service 
area.” 

Then  the  State  would  be  foreclosed,  except  at  considerable  addi¬ 
tional  cost.  I  will  state  from  my  own  standpoint  and  from  the 
Governor’s  standpoint  that  we  are  confident  that  by  1962  and  perhaps 
a  much  earlier  date  there  will  be  an  agreement  in  effect  between  the 
State  and  the  Federal  Government.  There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind 
whatsoever. 

Senator  Anderson.  Why  have  we  not  a  right  to  be  confident  when 
we  write  the  legislation,  and  write  the  legislation  the  way  we  had 
it? 

Mr.  Brody.  I  am  not  suggesting  that  this  removes  any  element  of 
confidence  which  you  might  have. 

Senator  Kuchel.  While  you  may  well  take  that  position,  Mr. 
Brodv,  here,  gentlemen,  is  the  first  time  that  we  have  had  all  interests 
in  our  State  agreed  on  this  legislation.  To  turn  the  thing  around, 
if  this  does  no  harm  to  anyone,  I  will  say  to  the  chairman,  why  not 
leave  it  in  ? 
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Senator  Anderson.  It  does  a  lot  of  harm  to  some  of  us.  You  see 
here  is  a  project  that  at  $292  million  is  attractive.  If  the  State  comes 
in,  it  runs  to  $400  million.  If  he  goes  ahead  and  builds  it  anyhow, 
large  size  and  giant  economy  size  all  the  way  through,  we  throw  away 
$40  million  or  $50  million  by  a  party  that  is  being  accused  of  beino- 
lavish  spenders  anyhow. 

Senator  Kuchel.  What  is  your  authority  for  that  sum  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  The  difference  between  $292  million  and  $400 
million  is  $110  million,  and  it  is  not  all  in  foolishness.  Most  of  it 
is  in  extra  size  that  you  have  to  build  this.  I  have  gone  through 
this  project  by  the  hour.  Somebody  gave  me  an  estimate  one  time 
of  the  difference,  if  you  went  ahead  and  constructed  it  on  the  large 
economy  size  and  built  it  just  on  the  Federal  size,  even  if  you  did 
not  have  the  State  in  it. 

I  am  going  to  ask  Mr.  Dominy  to  get  up  some  figures  and  bring 
them  to  us. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  suggest  we  pass  judgment  on  it,  if  the  Senator 
will  let  me  do  so,  on  page  10  of  the  report. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  is  only  a  tiny  portion,  on  the  basis  of  the 
dam.  There  is  a  whole  lot  more  than  that. 

Have  you  a  figure,  Mr.  Dominy?  Somebody  gave  me  a  figure 
on  the  coast  or  in  a  committee  meeting  as  to  the  difference  in  doing 
it.  This  is  not  the  first  time.  I  think  it  is  $50  million  invested  that 
we  do  not  have  any  right  to  talk  about. 

As  I  said,  this  Congress  is  already  being  accused  of  being  wasteful 
spenders.  Somebody  has  to  have  regard  for  $50  million. 

Mr.  Dominy.  The  figure  I  have  is  $292,430,000  on  the  Federal 
part.  If  the  State  project  is  built  with  the  Federal,  and  we  provide 
all  the  capacity  in  the  joint  facilities,  that  would  run  the  cost  up.  At 
the  moment  our  estimate  is  $480  million. 

Senator  Anderson.  Well,  I  was  $80  million  shy.  I  said  $400  mil¬ 
lion.  So  from  $292  million  to  $480  million  is  greater.  Of  that  $188 
million,  how  much  of  it  is  just  due  to  the  extra  construction  to  take 
care  of  what  they  say  here?  If  you  will  get  us  a  figure,  it  will  be 
well  over  $50  million. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Will  the  Senator  yield  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  Yes. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Let  me  read  from  the  letter  which  Secretary 
Seaton  wrote  to  Senator  Murray  last  July  on  that  very  point. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  wall  find  it  deals  with  the  dam. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Senator,  I  suggest  that  we  amend  this  bill  to 
tie  it  down  to  the  dam  so  that  we  get  away  from  the  Senator’s  quite 
relevant  point. 

Anyway,  let  me  read  on  page  7 : 

The  estimated  cost  of  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  constructed  to  1  million 
acre-foot  capacity  and  designed  to  serve  the  San  Luis  unit  only  is  $56,364,000. 
The  added  cost  of  making  provision  for  later  enlargement  is  $10,814,000.  How¬ 
ever,  even  if  it  is  built  as  an  all-Federal  project,  future  enlargement  of  San 
Luis’  Reservoir  to  2  million  acre-foot  capacity  would  be  contemplated  to  serve 
lands  further  south  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  in  the  potential  Avenal  Gap  unit 
service  area.  For  this  reason,  the  cost  of  providing  for  enlargement  is  included 
in  the  original  plan  for  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir,  and  is  reflected  in  the 
$290,430,000  total  estimated  cost  of  the  San  Luis  unit  supply  works. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that — this  is  signed  by  Secretary  Seaton. 
I  ask  that  the  entire  letter  go  into  this  year’s  record. 
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Senator  Anderson.  Without  objection,  it  will  be  put  in  in  full. 
(The  letter  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.G.,  July  30, 1958. 

Hon.  James  E.  Murray, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Murray  :  This  responds  to  the  request  of  June  25,  1958,  from 
Senator  Anderson,  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclama¬ 
tion,  for  the  views  of  this  Department  on  the  proposed  amendments  contained 
in  Committee  Print  No.  2,  dated  June  25,  1958,  of  S.  1887,  the  San  Luis  unit, 
Central  Valley  project,  authorization  bill. 

Subject  to  the  consideration  of  the  views  expressed  herein  and  our  sug¬ 
gestions  for  amendments,  this  Department  would  not  object  to  the  enactment 
of  S.  1887  in  the  form  in  which  it  appears  in  Committee  Print  No.  2. 

In  our  letter  to  you  dated  May  21,  1958,  we  commented  on  the  proposed 
amendments  contained  in  the  committee  print  of  S.  1887,  dated  May  1,  1958. 
We  note  that  certain  of  the  suggestions  which  were  made  in  that  letter  have 
been  incorporated  in  Committee  Print  No.  2. 

The  proposal  contained  in  Committee  Print  No.  2  would  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction  by  the  Federal  Government  of  the  San  Luis  unit  and  certain  facilities 
which  would  be  used  jointly  by  the  United  States  and  the  State  of  California. 
Provision  would  be  made  for  the  United  States  and  the  State  of  California  to 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  respect  to  the  construction,  operation,  and  financ¬ 
ing  of  the  joint-use  facilities.  None  of  the  construction  authorized  by  the  pro¬ 
posal  could  be  undertaken  until  such  an  agreement  is  executed,  except  that,  in 
the  event  no  agreement  is  reached  by  July  1,  1960,  if,  after  consultation  with 
the  Governor  of  California,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  determine  that 
the  prospects  of  reaching  an  accord  are  not  “reasonably  firm,”  he  may  proceed 
with  construction,  after  having  reported  thereon  to  the  Congress  and  the  elapse 
thereafter  of  90  days  during  which  the  Congress  is  not  adjourned  for  more 
than  3  days.  In  general,  this  arrangement  would  provide  a  reasonable  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  negotiating  an  agreement  on  the  construction  of  the  Federal  develop¬ 
ment  in  a  manner  which  would  permit  certain  of  its  main  supply  features  to 
serve  both  the  San  Luis  unit  and  the  proposed  Feather  River  project  of  the 
State  of  California  and,  in  addition,  a  procedure  whereby  construction  of  the 
Federal  project  could  proceed,  after  a  given  period  of  time,  in  the  event  of 
failure  to  reach  such  an  agreement. 

We  should  like  to  comment  on  the  specific  items  mentioned  in  Senator  Ander¬ 
son’s  June  25  letter  in  the  order  in  which  they  are  set  forth  : 

1.  Section  1  of  Committee  Print  No.  2  is  designed  apparently  to  present  a 
reasonable  basis  for  adequately  protecting  the  investment  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  those  facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit  which  would  be  constructed  in 
a  manner  to  permit  future  expansion  for  use  by  the  State  of  California.  How¬ 
ever,  the  proposed  language  appears  to  us  to  be  ambiguous  in  this  connection. 
The  sentence  beginning  at  line  11  on  page  2  defines  the  engineering  features 
of  the  San  Luis  unit,  and  included  in  this  definition  are  the  main  supply  fea¬ 
tures,  such  as  the  dam  and  reservoir,  forebay,  afterbay,  and  San  Luis  Canal. 
The  first  sentence  of  section  1  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  San  Luis  unit  “and  *  *  *  additional  works 
for  joint  use  with  the  State  of  California  *  *  *  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  joint 
use  facilities).”  [Italic  supplied.]  It  has  been  our  understanding  that  the 
concept  of  the  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  in  such  manner  that  certain  of 
its  main  supply  features  could  be  used  in  the  coordinated  operation  of  both  the 
federally  constructed  San  Luis  unit  and  the  State-constructed  Feather  River 
project  did  not  contemplate  the  construction  of  any  separate  additional  works 
to  be  used  jointly.  If  this  understanding  conforms  with  the  purpose  of  the 
provisions  of  section  1,  we  suggest  that  it  be  amended  to  reflect  this  intention. 
This  could  be  accomplished  by  amending  section  1  in  the  following  manner : 

(a)  After  the  word  “project”  in  line  8  on  page  2  insert  a  period,  and  delete 
the  remainder  of  that  sentence. 

(b)  Delete  in  lines  12  through  line  15  on  page  2  the  language  reading  which 
may,  upon  agreement  by  the  State  of  California  or  some  other  public  agency 
which  agrees  to  assume  the  costs  thereof,  be  constructed  to  permit  future 
expansion,”. 
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(c)  In  line  19  on  page  2,  after  the  period,  add  two  new  sentences  reading  sub¬ 
stantially  as  follows:  “The  works  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  joint-use  facili¬ 
ties)  for  joint  use  with  the  State  of  California  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
State)  shall  be  the  dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  forebay  and 
afterbay,  if  required,  and  the  San  Luis  Canal.  Those  joint-use  facilities  may  be 
constructed  to  permit  future  expansion  upon  agreement  by  the  State  or  some 
other  public  agency  to  assume  the  added  cost  involved,  as  lated  provided  in  this 
Act.” 

( d )  In  line  10  on  page  4,  in  line  10  on  page  10,  and  in  line  4  on  page  13, 
delete  the  word  “and”  and  substitute  therefor  “,  including”. 

2.  The  proposed  amendment  in  lines  24  and  25  on  page  2  and  in  lines  1  through 
12  on  page  3  would  provide  for  (a)  an  irrigation  repayment  contract  with  a 
repayment  period  of  not  to  exceed  50  years,  ( 6 )  distribution  systems  repayment 
contracts,  prior  to  construction  of  irrigation  distribution  facilities,  with  con¬ 
servancy-type  organizations,  and  (c)  contracts  for  municipal  water  supply  with¬ 
out  regard  to  the  limitations  of  section  9(c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of 
1939. 

Consistent  with  our  pattern  of  operation  of  the  Central  Valley  project  in  con¬ 
tracting  with  more  than  50  irrigation  districts  or  other  water-users  organiza¬ 
tions,  use  on  the  San  Luis  unit  of  water  service  contracts  under  section  9(e)  of 
the  1939  act  is  required,  in  our  opinion,  for  the  orderly  administration  of  the 
Central  Valley  project.  This  type  of  contract,  which  is  renewable  under  the 
terms  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1956  (70  Stat.  483),  is  admirably  suited  to  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  entire  project.  A  requirement  along  the  lines  of  the  proposed 
amendment  which  would  be  applicable  only  to  the  San  Luis  unit  and  which  is 
not  consistent  with  the  manner  of  contracting  with  water-users  organizations 
elsewhere  on  the  Central  Valley  project  would  raise  unnecessarily,  it  seems  to 
us,  difficult  problems. 

While  contracts  with  conservancy-type  organizations  should  be  encouraged  in 
all  applicable  instances,  there  appears  to  be  little  need  for  such  assistance  for 
distribution  systems  payout  as  the  proposed  amendment  would  require.  It  has 
been  our  experience  on  the  Central  Valley  project  that  existing  reclamation  law 
contains  adequate  provision  for  such  contractual  arrangements  as  may  be  re¬ 
quired  in  connection  with  the  delivery  of  irrigation  and  municipal  water  supply. 
Accordingly,  we  recommend  against  the  adoption  of  the  proposed  amendment. 

3.  The  new  proposal  regarding  the  coordination  of  the  State’s  master  drainage 
system  for  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  with  the  requirements  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
and  the  alternative  authority  to  proceed  in  the  event  the  State  is  unable  to  give 
assurances  that  it  will  proceed  with  its  master  drainage  plan  resolves  adequaely 
the  problem  we  had  with  the  comparable  provision  in  the  committee  print  dated 
May  1,  1958. 

4.  The  proposed  provision,  beginning  at  the  bottom  of  page  4,  dealing  with 
the  submission  of  a  report  to  the  Congress  prior  to  proceeding  with  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  in  the  event  it  is  determined  after  July  1,  1960, 
that  the  prospects  of  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  are  “not  rea¬ 
sonably  firm”  is  acceptable  to  this  Department. 

5.  The  provision,  beginning  on  line  18  on  page  5,  with  respect  to  the  advance 
of  funds  by  the  State  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  designing  and  constructing  the  works 
so  as  to  permit  their  future  enlargement  by  the  State  and  the  right  of  the  State 
thereafter  to  enlarge  the  works  and  to  the  use  of  such  additional  capacity  is 
generally  satisfactory  to  us.  However,  we  still  believe,  as  we  mentioned  in  our 
May  21  letter,  that  the  State  should  be  required  to  submit  its  plans  for  enlarge¬ 
ment  and  construction  to  the  Secretary  for  approval  to  assure  that  the  Federal 
structures  will  not  be  adversely  affected.  This  could  be  accomplished  by  adding 
after  the  word  “State”  in  line  24  on  page  5  the  words  “,  after  approval  of  its 
plans  by  the  Secretary,”.  In  order  to  conform  the  language  of  the  proposed 
provision  with  the  amendments  suggested  above,  we  recommend  that  the  words 
“joint-use  facilities”  be  substituted  for  the  word  “project”  in  line  20  on  page  5. 

6.  The  proposed  language  beginning  in  line  23  on  page  6  with  regard  to  the 
advance  of  payments  by  the  State  to  permit  a  timely  construction  schedule  is 
acceptable  to  this  Department. 

7.  Subsection  (d)  of  section  3  would  fix  the  formula  for  the  sharing  of  the 
operation,  maintenance,  and  development  costs  of  the  joint-use  facilities.  This 
provision  would  require  such  cost-sharing  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  amount 
contributed  by  each  to  the  total  cost  of  construction.  In  our  opinion,  there  are 
too  many  factors  that  should  be  taken  into  account  to  permit  an  equitable  deter¬ 
mination  of  cost-sharing  by  the  adoption  of  a  formula  such  as  Committee  Print 


54  SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 


No.  2  would  provide.  For  example,  use  of  the  joint  features  for  the  Feather 
River  project  would  involve  year-round  operation  of  the  San  Luis  Canal  to 
furnish  municipal  and  industrial  water  to  southern  California.  Service  to  the 
San  Luis  unit,  on  the  other  hand,  would  be  on  a  seasonable  basis.  This  is  only 
one  of  the  factors  which  ought  to  be  considered  in  determining  an  equitable 
sharing  of  costs  that  would  be  ignored  by  the  proposed  formula.  Other  factors 
include  the  amounts  of  water  delivered,  peak  canal  capacity  requirements,  and 
magnitude  of  savings  through  joint-use.  We  believe  that  an  equitable  sharing 
of  costs  should  be  determined  by  negotiation  and  agreement  rather  than  by  a 
fixed  formula  in  authorizing  legislation.  Accordingly,  we  recommend  that  the 
language  of  the  committee  print  dated  May  1,  1958,  be  restored. 

8.  Senator  Anderson’s  letter  indicates  that  the  provision  relating  to  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  title  to  the  facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit  are  proposed  to  be  eliminated  on 
the  ground  that  section  6  of  the  Reclamation  Act  of  1902  (32  Stat.  388,  389) 
provides  that  title  to  such  works  shall  remain  in  the  United  States  until  the 
Congress  shall  otherwise  provide.  We  do  not  object  to  the  proposed  deletion 
of  section  3(c). 

9.  Proposed  subsections  (f )  and  (g)  of  section  3  would  provide  that  the  rights 
of  the  United  States  and  of  the  State  to  the  use  of  the  capacities  of  the  joint-use 
features  shall  be  based  upon  the  ratio  of  the  contribution  of  each  to  the  total 
capital  costs  of  such  features  with  a  requirement  that  the  United  States  shall 
have  a  right  to  the  use  of  no  less  than  1  million  acre-feet  of  the  capacity  of  the 
San  Luis  Reservoir.  While  this  proposed  fixed  formula  might  work  for  San 
Luis  Reservoir,  especially  as  the  proposed  language  guarantees  1  million  acre- 
feet  of  capacity  for  Federal  use,  we  doubt  that  it  would  be  workable  for  the 
San  Luis  Canal.  On  the  basis  of  data  now  available,  the  ultimate  capacity  of 
the  San  Luis  Canal  for  joint  use  would  vary  from  12,500  c.f.s.  at  the  head  of 
the  San  Luis  unit  service  area  to  7,000  c.f.s.  at  the  lower  end  of  the  service  area. 
The  required  capacity  for  the  Federal  project  would  vary  from  6,800  c.f.s.  at 
the  head  of  the  service  area  to  700  c.f.s.  at  the  lower  end  of  the  service  area. 
Thus,  the  requirements  of  the  Federal  project  would  range  from  55  percent  to 
10  percent  of  the  capacity  of  the  San  Luis-Kettleman  City  portion  of  the  San 
Luis  Canal.  A  formula  that  would  give  a  flat  overall  percentage,  such  as  the 
proposed  language  would  provide,  would  obviously  not  conform  with  those 
requirements. 

Detailed  operational  studies  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  State  will 
be  required  to  formulate  a  plan  of  operation  for  joint  use.  Only  after  such  a 
study  can  the  Federal  and  State  needs  and  their  interrelationships  be  deter¬ 
mined. 

We  believe  that  the  Federal  Government  should  be  assured  of  the  use  of  suffi¬ 
cient  capacities  in  the  joint  facilities  necessary  to  serve  the  San  Luis  unit.  The 
problem  then  would  become  one  of  construction  of  the  joint-use  features  to 
capacities  sufficient  to  accommodate  State  needs  also. 

Sections  3  (g)  and  (h)  of  committee  print  dated  May  1,  1958,  would  provide 
the  necessary  guarantees  to  protect  both  Federal  and  State  investments  if 
joint-use  features  are  properly  designed.  We  recommend  that  the  language  of 
the  sections  be  restored  to  that  which  appeared  in  the  committee  print  dated 
May  1,  1958,  in  lieu  of  sections  3  (f)  and  (g)  of  Committee  Print  No.  2. 

10.  Section  5  is  a  new  proposal  which  would  authorize  water  service  from  the 
Central  Valley  project,  by  way  of  the  Pacheco  Tunnel  route,  to  lands  and  munici¬ 
palities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey  Counties.  Under 
the  provisions  of  section  5,  an  investigation  and  report  on  the  feasibility  of  the 
proposal  would  be  required,  provided  the  local  water  authority  or  other  public 
agency  or  agencies  should  agree  to  pay  one-half  of  the  cost  thereof.  If  the  report 
should  indicate  that  the  work  would  be  feasible  from  an  engineei'ing  and  an 
economic  standpoint,  is  reviewed  by  the  State,  and  is  approved  by  the  Secretary 
and  the  Congress,  construction  could  then  be  undertaken,  but  not  prior  to  July 
1,  1962,  unless  in  the  meantime  the  Governor  should  notify  the  Secretary  that 
the  State  approves  the  construction  of  the  proposed  works  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

As  we  indicated  in  our  May  25  letter,  the  furnishing  of  a  new  supply  of  water 
to  the  area  concerned  is  covered  by  the  State’s  water  plan  and  we  would  not 
wish  to  overlap  or  duplicate  the  State’s  program,  studies,  or  plans,  unless,  of 
course,  we  were  specifically  directed  to  do  so  by  the  Congress. 

The  question  of  requiring  the  local  interests  to  pay  all  of  the  costs  of  the 
investigation  has  not  been  raised  heretofore  to  our  knowledge.  If  the  Congress 
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were  to  direct  us  to  undertake  this  proposed  investigation,  we  would,  of  course, 
not  object  to  a  requirement  that  it  be  made  only  if  the  local  interests  advance  all 
such  costs. 

11.  We  have  no  objection  to  the  new  section  7  which  would  provide  specifically 
that  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  shall  not  be  applicable  to  lands  served  by  the 
State  outside  the  San  Luis  unit  service  area. 

12.  The  present  estimated  capital  cost  of  the  San  Luis  unit  is  $290,430,000, 
exclusive  of  the  costs  of  constructing  distribution  and  drainage  systems.  This 
estimate  is  based  on  October  1957  prices  and  upon  use  of  offpeak  power  for  project 
pumping.  This  represents  an  increase  of  $61,300,000,  over  the  cost  estimate  given 
in  this  Department’s  interim  San  Luis  unit  report  to  the  Congress  of  December 
17,  1956,  which  was  based  on  January  1954  prices.  About  $29  million  of  this  in¬ 
crease  is  due  to  rises  in  construction  price  levels  and  the  remainder  (about  $32 
million)  to  provisions  for  offpeak  pumping  not  included  in  the  plan  presented  in 
the  interim  report. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  major  features  involved  is  as  follows  : 


San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir _ _ 

Intake  canal  (Delta-Mendota  Canal  to  San  Luis  forebay  pumping 

plant) _ 

San  Luis  forebay  pumping  plant _ 

San  Luis  forebay  dam  and  reservoir _ 

San  Luis  intake  canal _ _ _ 

San  Luis  pumping  plant _ 

Pleasant  Valley  pumping  plant _ 

Relift  pumps  on  distribution  system _ 

San  Luis  Canal _ 

Pleasant  Valley  Canal  and  pump  intake  canal _ 

Channels,  levees,  and  floodworks _ 

Tracy  switchyard  additions _ 

Traey-San  Luis  230  kv  transmission  line _ 

San  Luis  Canal  transmission  line,  115  kv _ 

San  Luis  switchyard _ 

Transmission  line  to  forebay  pumping  plant _ 

San  Luis  forebay  switchyard _ 

Pleasant  Valley  switchyard _ 

Relift  substations _ 

Distribution  system,  13.8  kv _ 

General  property _ 


$67, 178,  000 

903,  000 
5,  585,000 
3, 160,  000 
1,  920,  000 
60,  241,  000 
5,  759,  000 
21,  738,000 
77,  900,  000 
4,  950,  000 
25,  200,  000 
616,  000 
4,  391,  000 
1,  893,  000 
4,  477,  000 
133,  000 
233,  000 
307,  000 
608,000 
1,  546,  000 
1,  229,  000 


Total _  290,430,000 

The  estimated  cost  of  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  constructed  to  1  million 
acre-foot  capacity  and  designed  to  serve  the  San  Luis  unit  only  is  $56,364,000. 
The  added  cost  of  making  provision  for  later  enlargement  is  $10,814,000.  How¬ 
ever,  even  if  it  is  built  as  an  all-Federal  project,  future  enlargement  of  San  Luis 
Reservoir  to  2  million  acre-foot  capacity  would  be  contemplated  to  serve  lands 
further  south  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  in  the  potential  Avenal  Gap  unit  service 
area.  For  this  reason  the  cost  of  providing  for  enlargement  is  included  in  the 
original  plan  for  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  is  reflected  in  the  $290,430,000 
total  estimated  cost  of  the  San  Luis  unit  supply  works. 

There  are  also  other  costs  for  future  service  provisions  included  in  the  above 
estimate.  The  estimate  for  pump  discharge  lines  contains  $4  million  for  future 
service  and  the  San  Luis  Canal  estimate  includes  $2,887,000  for  the  same  purpose. 
Thus,  of  the  $290,430,000  estimate  a  total  of  $17,701,000  is  included,  for  future 
enlargement  or  for  future  service. 

If  the  San  Luis  unit  is  to  be  constructed  for  integration  with  the  State’s 
Feather  River  project,  a  problem  exists  as  to  construction  of  the  San  Luis  Canal. 
A  canal  with  a  capacity  of  6,800  c.f.s.  at  the  head  of  the  service  area  would  be 
required  to  serve  only  the  San  Luis  unit.  If  the  San  Luis  Canal  is  to  serve  both 
the  San  Luis  unit  and  the  Feather  River  project,  it  is  presently  estimated  that 
a  comparable  capacity  of  12,500  c.f.s.  would  be  required.  It  does  not  appear 
that  construction  of  San  Luis  Canal  with  initial  capacity  of  6,800  c.f.s.  with  pro¬ 
vision  for  later  enlargement  would  be  economical.  If  the  canal  is  to  serve  as 
a  joint-use  feature,  it  should  be  constructed  initially  to  full  capacity.  For  the 
stretch  of  the  San  Luis  Canal  from  San  Luis  Dam  to  Kettleman  City,  the  stretch 
required  for  the  San  Luis  unit,  the  estimated  cost  of  constructing  the  canal  to 


56  SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 


full  joint-use  capacity  is  $123,600,000  as  compared  with  an  estimated  cost  of 
$77,900,000  if  it  is  constructed  to  serve  the  San  Luis  unit  only  with  provisions  for 
future  service  in  the  Avenal  Gap  unit  area. 

In  addition  to  the  comments  made  above,  we  suggest  that  the  following  minor 
technical  amendments  be  made  in  order  to  conform  the  provisions  of  the  bill  with 
the  amendments  suggested  heretofore : 

1.  In  line  8  on  page  4,  delete  the  phrase  “(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
State)”. 

2.  In  line  7  on  page  6,  substitute  the  words  “joint-use  facilities”  for  the  words 
“project  works  and  features”. 

3.  In  line  17  on  page  8,  delete  the  words  “the  San  Luis  unit  and”. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to 
the  submission  of  this  proposed  report  to  your  committee.  However,  that  Bu¬ 
reau  requested  that  we  advise  your  committee  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
would  recommend  against  authorization  of  the  extension  contemplated  in  section 
5  at  this  time  and  would  recommend  that  the  terms  of  the  bill  make  it  clear  that 
recreation  facilities  be  treated  as  a  part  of  the  overall  Federal  costs  and  allo¬ 
cated  to  major  project  purposes. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Fred  A.  Seaton, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Senator  Kuchel.  Again  I  say  if  this  appeals  to  the  chairman  and 
to  Senator  O’Mahoney,  to  reflect  more  accurately  the  intention,  then  I 
renew  my  suggestion  for  consideration  by  this  subcommittee  in  execu¬ 
tive  session  of  changes  in  the  wording  of  the  bill  so  as  to  provide  that 
on  the  first  page  we  would  specifically  have  the  dam  and  reservoir  and 
not  have  the  joint-use  facilities,  and  also  in  speaking  of  the  alterna¬ 
tive  authority— and  I  have  not  spoken  with  anybody  here  in  the 
audience  about  this — the  alternative  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  proceed  to  construct  under  Federal  law. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  think  that  is  a  good  suggestion.  We  will  try 
to  go  ahead  with  it. 

Mr.  Brody,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  a  lot  of  us  know  you  and  your  good 
reputation.  Many  of  us  have  seen  Mr.  Banks  time  after  time  after 
time,  and  we  have  the  highest  respect  for  him  and  the  work  that  he 
brings  in  here. 

I  do  think  we  have  an  obligation  to  find  out  how  much  money  is 
involved  in  this  language. 

Mr.  Brody.  We  recognize  that. 

Senator  Anderson.  Mr.  Dominy,  you  try  to  get  that  for  us. 

Mr.  Dominy.  Very  well,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  think  the  suggestion  made  by  Senator  Kuchel 
may  be  a  solution  to  the  problem,  or  may  lead  us  at  least  to  a  solution 
of  it.  I  have  said  many  times  that  some  of  us  think  this  is  a  very  fine 
project. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  do  not  know  if  the  trouble  with  this  committee 
is  that  we  have  too  many  lawyers  on  it  or  not  enough. 

Senator  Anderson.  Well,  since  I  am  the  only  nonlawyer  here,  I 
will  not  go  further  with  a  statement. 

Mr.  Dominy.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  one  other  point  in  the  depart¬ 
mental  report  that  I  am  obligated  to  call  to  your  specific  attention, 
and  that  is  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  requested  that  your  com¬ 
mittee  be  advised  that  it  would  recommend  that  the  provisions  of 
S.  44  be  modified  to  provide  for  treating  the  costs  of  minimum  basic 
recreation  facilities  as  part  of  the  overall  Federal  cost  to  be  allocated 
to  the  major  purposes  of  the  project,  subject  to  the  cost-sharing  or 
reimbursement  requirements  applicable  to  such  purposes. 
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Senator  Ivuchel.  How  much  money  are  we  talking  about  here  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  About  $101,000  is  what  we  have  estimated  the  mini¬ 
mum  basic  facilities  to  cost. 

Senator  Kuchel.  What  is  the  rule  which  the  Congress  has  fol¬ 
lowed  in  the  years  gone  by  with  respect  to  the  reimbursability  of 
recreation  moneys? 

Mr.  Dominy.  Except  for  a  few  exceptions,  minmium  basic  facilities 
on  recreation  projects  are  provided  as  a  project  cost  and  are  re¬ 
imbursable. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  suggest  to  the  chairman  that  that  be  a  subject 
for  discussion  in  executive  session. 

Senator  Anderson.  Have  you  anything  else,  Mr.  Dominy? 

Mr.  Dominy.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  understand  what  we  would  like  to  have  in 
the  way  of  figures  on  this  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  Yes,  sir.  Our  technicians  are  here  in  the  room.  They 
have  heard  this  discussion  and  they  will  be  working  with  me  in  pre¬ 
paring  that  material. 

Senator  Anderson.  There  is  bound  to  be  something  that  has  gone 
into  this  project  to  raise  it  from  $292  million  to  $480  million.  A  lot 
of  it  may  be  directly  traceable  to  the  State  project  and,  therefore, 
constructing  the  Federal  project  to  a  larger  size  would  not  be  involved 
in  it  at  all. 

But  I  think  we  ought  to  know  what  the  language  in  this  bill  means. 
If  we  have  to  limit  it  to  just  the  dam  or  something  of  that  nature,  we 
ought  to  do  it  that  way.  I  can  recognize  that  there  are  people  in 
California  who  would  like  to  say,  “If  you  are  going  to  build  this,  you 
ought  to  just  wave  your  hand  once  more  and  say  we  are  not  going 
to  do  this  unless  the  State  is  given  an  opportunity  to  participate.” 

We  would  like  to  know  what  is  involved  in  it  from  that  standpoint. 

Mr.  Dominy.  I  would  like  to  say  once  more  that  there  is  no  doubt 
at  all  but  what  if  it  is  built  as  a  joint  venture,  and  if  the  State  pays 
its  equitable  share  under  an  agreement,  that  the  Federal  project  will 
be  built  at  less  expense  than  if  it  were  built  as  a  single-purpose  under¬ 
taking. 

Senator  Anderson.  Generally,  are  you  familiar  with  the  land  in¬ 
volved  in  this  project? 

Mr.  Dominy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  Do  you  feel  it  is  a  good  project? 

Mr.  Dominy.  The  great  bulk  of  the  land  to  be  included  in  the 
Federal  service  area  of  this  project  is  class  1  and  2  land. 

Senator  Anderson.  And  has  tremendous  production  possibilities  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  Tremendous  production  possibilities.  It  has  been  de¬ 
veloped  with  ground-water  pumping.  There  is  a  serious  overdraft. 
The  area  undoubtedly  is  rapidly  getting  into  trouble.  If  supple¬ 
mental  water  is  not  available,  it  will  be  in  distress  not  too  long  from 
now. 

Senaor  Anderson.  This  is  water  that  might  otherwise  flow  to  the 
ocean  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  Yes,  sir.  The  water  proposed  here,  for  a  good  part 
of  it,  is  winter  flows,  surplus  to  our  needs  under  the  existing  project, 
and  is  wasted  into  the  sea. 

Senator  Anderson.  And  could  be  picked  up  with  a  Tracy  pumping 
plant  and  picked  up  to  the  project  and  remain  there  until  needed? 
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Mr.  Dominy.  Yes,  sir.  This  project  would  permit  much  greater 
use  of  existing  facilities. 

Senator  Anderson.  And  might  use  some  of  the  facilities  at  a  time 
when  they  are  not  otherwise  being  used  for  other  work  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  That  is  exactly  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  recommend  it? 

Mr.  Dominy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  Are  there  questions? 

Mr.  Bennett,  have  you  any  additional  statement? 

Mr.  Brody.  Mr.  Chairman,  before  leaving  the  stand  I  wonder  if  we 
might  submit  for  the  committee  files  a  document  entitled  “Preliminary 
Summary  Beport  on  Investigation  of  Alternative  Aqueduct  Systems 
To  Serve  Southern  California,”  which  describes  the  State  elements  of 
the  project  and  the  aqueduct  system  which  would  be  constructed  as 
part  of  the  project. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Is  it  that  large  volume  you  have? 

Mr.  Brody.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  suggest  it  be  given  to  the  committee  for  filing.  | 

Mr.  Brody.  I  will  submit  it  for  the  files. 

Senator  Anderson.  Very  well;  we  will  accept  it  for  the  files  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  Brody.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  will  present  a 
statement  for  the  record  at  this  point. 

STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  H.  GERDES,  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT, 
PACIFIC  GAS  &  ELECTRIC  CO. 

Mr.  Gerdes.  Mr.  Chairman,  S.  44  now  before  your  committee  would 
authorize  construction  of  the  San  Luis  project  in  California. 

Included  in  the  proposed  project  are  items  totaling  more  than  $14 
million  for  electric  transmission  lines,  substations,  switchyards,  and 
distribution  lines  to  bring  power  from  Tracy  to  pumps  at  various 
points  on  the  San  Luis  project  for  a  distance  of  about  150  miles  south 
of  Tracy. 

In  my  attached  letter  of  March  17,  1958,  to  you,  Pacific  Gas  &  Elec¬ 
tric  Co.  offered  to  provide  the  San  Luis  pumps  with  power  through 
wheeling  service,  exchange,  and  sale  at  less  than  it  would  cost  the  ( 
Government  to  do  the  same  job.  That  offer  still  stands. 

I  respectfully  invite  your  attention  to  the  sketch  map  which  is  at¬ 
tached  to  this  letter.  It  shows  the  transmission  system  already  con¬ 
structed  by  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  to  serve  the  area.  These  lines 
have  the  capacity  to  serve  all  parts  of  the  San  Luis  project, 

(The  sketch  map  and  letter  are  as  follows :) 

March  17,  1958. 

Hon.  Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Chairman  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  of  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  U.S.  Senate,  Senate  Office  Building,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.O. 

Dear  Senator  Anderson  :  We  have  been  informed  that  the  Subcommittee  on 
Irrigation  and  Reclamation  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  has  under  consideration  several  bills  to  authorize  the  joint  construction 
and  operation  of  the  San  Luis  project  in  California  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  the  State. 
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Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  believes  that  early  construction  of  this  project  is 
essential  to  the  conservation  and  development  of  the  water  resources  of  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Whether  the  San  Luis  project  is  constructed  by  the  Federal  Government  or 
the  State,  or  by  both,  our  company  has  offered  to  furnish  energy  to  the  San  Luis 
pumps  at  minimum  cost  to  the  project,  thus  enhancing  its  financial  feasibility. 

The  pumping  plants  of  the  Central  Valley  project  have  first  call  on  power  de¬ 
veloped  at  project  plants.  If  San  Luis  is  constructed  and  operated  as  a  part 
of  the  Central  Valley  project,  there  will  be  an  ample  supply  of  energy  from  ex- 


60  SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 


isting  project  hydroelectric  plants  to  meet  the  ultimate  annual  requirements  of 
the  San  Luis  pumps,  which  will  be  about  750  million  kilowatt-hours.  The  aver¬ 
age  annual  output  of  existing  project  plants  is  about  2 y2  billion  kilowatt-hours. 
Existing  pumps,  even  at  ultimate  operation,  will  require  only  about  400  million 
kilowatt-hours  per  annum,  leaving  a  balance  of  more  than  2  billion  kilowatt- 
hours,  or  nearly  three  times  the  amount  required  by  the  San  Luis  pumps  at  full 
operation. 

As  you  know,  power  generated  as  a  byproduct  on  multipurpose  projects  de¬ 
signed  for  flood  control,  irrigation,  and  water  supply  is  not  always  produced  at 
the  time  nor  in  the  quantity  required  to  fit  power  needs,  because  water  releases 
for  these  other  purposes  have  priority  over  the  generation  of  power.  The  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project  produces  large  amounts  of  energy  in  the  summer  months 
when  large  water  releases  must  be  made  for  irrigation.  Except  in  wet  years, 
the  project  produces  relatively  small  amounts  of  energy  during  the  winter 
months  when  water  is  being  conserved  in  project  reservoirs.  The  months  of  low 
project  energy  production  are  the  very  months  when  San  Luis  pumping  require¬ 
ments  are  high,  because  that  is  the  time  when  waste  water  in  the  Sacramento- 
San  Joaquin  River  delta  must  be  diverted  and  pumped  to  storage  in  the  San 


Luis  reservoir. 

We  are  willing  and  able  to  provide  energy  from  our  widespread  regional  sys¬ 
tem  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  San  Luis  and  other  project  pumps  at  times 
when  there  is  insuflicient  project  power  to  meet  such  requirements. 

We  have  offered  to  furnish  off-peak  energy  from  our  system  for  project  pump¬ 
ing  and,  in  exchange,  take  an  equal  amount  of  project  power  when  it  becomes 
available.  This  will  conserve  water  for  irrigation  and  increase  project  power 
revenues.  The  Acting  Commissioner  of  Reclamation  in  a  letter  dated  July  12, 
1957,  to  Congressman  Harlan  Hagen,  declared  that  such  an  exchange  of  energy 
“would  permit  better  coordinated  use  of  Central  Valley  project  power  and 
greater  returns  from  power  sales  to  offset  the  additional  construction  costs.” 
Assistant  Secretary  Aandahl  and  Regional  Director  Bellport  testified  to  the 
same  effect  before  the  House  committee  last  January. 

In  any  year  when  there  is  insufficient  project  power  for  the  pumping  require¬ 
ments  under  the  exchange  arrangement,  we  are  willing,  as  part  of  our  Trinity 
partnership  proposal,  to  sell  off-peak  energy  for  project  pumping  at  our  incre¬ 
mental  (that  is,  out-of-pocket)  cost.  Moreover,  we  guarantee  that  the  charge 
for  such  energy  would  in  no  event  be  greater  than  the  amount  per  kilowatt-hour 
which  we  would  pay  the  Government  for  the  use  of  Trinity  falling  water. 

Whether  the  Trinity  plants  are  constructed  by  the  company  or  the  Federal 
Government,  energy  for  the  San  Luis  pumps  may  be  allocated  at  the  Bureau’s 
customary  2%  mill  pumping  rate.  The  cost  to  the  Government  under  the  com¬ 
pany’s  proposal  would  be  less  than  half  the  costs  under  all-Federal  Trinity  con¬ 
struction. 

We  also  offer  to  make  our  facilities  available  for  transmission  of  power  from 
Tracy  to  all  project  pumps.  We  guarantee  that  the  cost  to  the  Government  for 
this  service  would  be  less  than  it  would  be  if  the  Federal  Government  were  to 
construct  the  transmission  lines.  This  also  would  save  the  Federal  Government 
a  capital  outlay  of  about  $10,750,000. 

An  amendment  to  our  wheeling  contract  to  cover  this  serviec  has  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to  Congress  as  part  of  the  Trinity  joint  development  proposal  and  is  con¬ 
tained  in  House  Document  No.  94,  part  II,  85th  Congress,  1st  session. 

We  have  made  a  similar  offer  to  the  State  of  California  to  supply  low-cost  off- 
peak  energy  for  pumping  in  connection  with  its  Feather  River  project.  The 
State  engineer  declared  that  our  offer  would  provide  a  substantial  net  gain  to 
the  project. 

Under  our  proposal,  the  San  Luis  pumps  will  be  assured  of  an  ample  power 
supply  at  minimum  cost.  These  benefits  are  available  whether  San  Luis  is  built 
and  operated  jointly  by  the  Federal  Government  and  the  State  or  separately 
by  either  agency. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Robert  H.  Gerdes. 


Mr.  Gerdes.  Since  these  facilities  are  available,  the  expenditure  of 
about  $10  million  by  the  Federal  Government  for  duplicating  trans¬ 
mission  facilities  is  unnecessary. 
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Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  believes  that  early  construction  of  the 
San  Luis  project  at  minimum  cost  to  the  Government  is  essential  to  the 
conservation  and  development  of  the  water  resources  of  California. 

We  therefore  respectfully  request  that  your  committee  amend  the 
bill  to  include  at  page  2,  beginning  at  line  8,  the  words  as  shown  in 
italic : 

*  *  *  The  principal  engineering  features  of  said  unit  shall  be  a  dam  and  reser¬ 
voir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  a  forebay  and  afterbay,  the  San  Luis  Canal,  the 
Pleasant  Valley  Canal,  and  necessary  pumping  plants,  distribution  systems, 
drains,  channels,  levees,  flood  works,  and  related  facilities,  except  those  facilities 
for  electric  transmission  or  distribution  service  which  can  he  obtained  at  less 
cost  to  the  Federal  Government  from  local  public  or  private  agencies  *  *  *. 

Senator  Kuchel.  May  I  have  in  the  appendix,  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
statement  from  the  Kern  County  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Farm  and  Research  Legislative  Committee  and  a  statement 
from  the  Los  Angeles  Chamber  of  Commerce  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  They  will  be  included  in  the  appendix  of  the 
record. 

I  also  have  a  letter  that  was  sent  me  by  George  Ballis,  editor  of  the 
Valley  Labor  Citizen,  with  an  accompanying  editorial  about  the  proj¬ 
ect  which  I  will  also  place  in  the  appendix. 

Our  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  J.  E.  O’Neill. 

STATEMENT  OF  J.  E.  O’NEILL,  FRESNO,  CALIF.,  PRESIDENT, 
WESTLANDS  WATER  DISTRICT 

Mr.  O’Neill.  Senator  Anderson  and  Senator  Kuchel,  I  am  glad  to 
be  here  today. 

My  name  is  J.  E.  O’Neill,  and  I  am  from  Fresno,  Calif.  I  am  ap¬ 
pearing  here  today  as  president  of  the  Westlands  Water  District. 

I  wish  first  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  all  the  members  of 
this  subcommittee  for  the  privilege  of  appearing  before  you  once  again 
in  support  of  the  San  Luis  project. 

We  have  come  a  long  way  since  our  first  hearing  in  1956,  and  the 
road  at  times  has  not  been  an  easy  one.  In  the  time  that  has  tran¬ 
spired,  the  concept  of  San  Luis  has  changed  from  a  strictly  Federal 
project  to  one  that  encompasses  an  enlarged  facility  simultaneously 
providing  water  to  the  parched  San  Luis  service  area  as  a  Federal 
undertaking  and  that  forms  an  important  link  in  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  plans  to  transport  surplus  northern  water  to  the  southern 
portions  of  our  State  where  critical  shortages  exist. 

Further,  in  the  year  that  has  elapsed  since  my  last  appearance  be¬ 
fore  you,  the  deep  but  honest  differences  of  opinion  among  Cali¬ 
fornians  as  to  the  details  of  authorization  have  been  composed  to  the 
point  that  responsible  water  leaders  from  one  end  of  the  State  to  the 
other  are  in  complete  agreement  on  them. 

I  recall  the  admonitions  on  the  part  of  members  of  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  to  Californians  at  previous  hearings  to  “get  together”  and 
present  a  legislative  vehicle  on  San  Luis  that  all  segments  of  the  State 
could  support.  We  have  done  just  that. 

Much  of  the  credit  for  this  accomplishment  is  due  to  Governor 
Brown  whose  leadership  on  water  matters,  among  others,  since  his 
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inauguration  only  a  few  short  months  ago  has  been  of  the  highest 
order. 

As  most  of  you  no  doubt  know,  the  final  details  of  the  solution,  in¬ 
volving  amendments  to  the  companion  Senate  and  House  bills,  were 
agreed  upon  here  in  Washington  only  last  Friday.  They  have  been 
pulled  apart  again  today,  I  am  afraid. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Not  quite,  Mr.  O’Neill. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  do  not  think  so,  Mr.  O’Neill.  I  think  there 
is  a  possibility  that  we  can  find  language  that  interprets  what  the 
people  of  California  want  in  the  fashion  that  will  not  be  objectionable 
to  those  of  us  who  do  not  want  to  see  money  thrown  away. 

Mr.  O’Neill.  If  I  would  take  a  moment  on  that,  I  think  you  are 
quite  right,  Senator.  I  do  not  believe  it  was  the  intention  of  those  of 
us  who  sat  around  and  came  to  these  conclusions  that  that  was  the 
intent.  It  is  possible,  though,  that  if  you  leave  out  the  large  canal  and 
deal  strictly  with  the  foundations  of  the  reservoir  in  case  the  State  has 
not  come  up  with  its  share,  it  might  be  a  good  investment,  good  busi¬ 
ness,  for  the  Federal  Government  to  provide  that  extra  foundation  so 
that  in  the  future  we  could  build  on  it. 

Iam  not  so  sure — I  have  not  discussed  this  with  the  Governor,  with 
Ralph  Brody  or  Mr.  Banks — but  it  might  be  possible  that  an  agree¬ 
ment  could  be  made  with  the  State  that  that  extra  $10  million  could 
be  picked  up  by  the  State  until  such  time  as  the  State  is  ready  to  go, 
or  the  Federal  Government  might  continue  and  repay  the  State. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  want  to  say  there,  Mr.  O’Neill,  that  I  do  not 
think  that  is  particularly  essential.  We  have,  in  previous  projects, 
authorized  the  construction  of  a  portion  of  them  larger  than  was  im¬ 
mediately  necessary,  but  in  a  fashion  that  would  permit  future  ex¬ 
pansion.  That  is  not  unusual. 

But  in  one  where  it  requires  cooperation  with  the  State  it  is  a  little 
hard  to  say  go  ahead  and  build  this  to  a  large  scale,  even  though  we 
have  shoved  the  date  for  final  agreement  with  the  State  ahead  18 
months,  or  back,  whichever  way  you  look  at  it,  clear  up  to  1962,  and 

we  have  tried  to  do  everything  we  can.  Still  we  cannot  get  anything 
done.  s  j  b 

Still,  if  we  want  to  go  ahead  and  build  this  as  a  Federal-State  pro¬ 
ject,  it  may  involve  more  money  than  could  be  justifiably  spent.  I  do 
not  diink  I  want  to  say  that  the  rule  should  be  that  you  cannot  have 
anything  in  there  except  the  bare  bones  of  a  Federal  project,  because 
that  has  not  been  the  practice  of  the  Government  at  all  times. 

Mr.  O’Neill.  I  was  alarmed  at  Mr.  Dominy’s  statement  that  we 
would  have  to  come  back  again  and  get  further  legislation  in  case 
the  State  did  not  take  care  of  its  part  of  it.  I  certainly  do  not  want 
to  come  back  here  any  more  on  further  legislation.  I  hope  that  when 
we  move  this  time  we  can  move  so  that  the  project  can  be  constructed. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  think  you  may  have  recognized  that  I  ques¬ 
tion  that  a  little  bit,  too.  I  was  hopeful  that  once  this  was  solved  it 
would  be  solved  for  a  long  time.  Once  you  have  spent  a  good  many 
months  on  projects  and  finished  with  them,  you  like  to  close  that 
chapter  and  go  on  to  some  other  project. 

Mr.  O’Neill.  As  most  of  you  no  doubt  know,  the  final  details  of 
the  solution  involving  amendments  to  the  companion  Senate  and 
House  bills  were  agreed  upon  here  in  Washington  only  last  Friday. 
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These  revisions  have  the  approval  of  Governor  Brown,  of  Senators 
Kuchel  and  Engle,  of  Congressman  Sisk  and  of  many  others  who, 
1  believe,  are  scheduled  to  testify  before  you. 

I  cannot  sufficiently  praise  the  untiring  efforts  of  our  two  splendid 
California  Senators  and  of  Congressman  Sisk  to  work  out  this  difficult 
problem  in  the  best  interests  of  both  the  United  States  and  the  State 
of  California. 

Since  you  have  already  heard  testimony  as  to  the  technical  and  other 
details  of  the  San  Luis  project  from  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  State 
officials,  I  will  not  go  into  those  matters.  I  do  want  to  emphasize  the 
fact  that  our  problems  are  more  critical  by  far  than  they  were  in  1956, 
and  last  year  when  I  testified  in  this  same  subcommittee. 

The  water  table  has  receded  further.  I  believe  the  situation  is  so 
critical  at  this  moment  that  it  will  challenge  the  best  efforts  of  the  indi¬ 
vidual  farmers  of  every  district  in  the  project’s  proposed  service  area 
to  survive  until  surface  water  reaches  them. 

In  closing,  I  want  to  thank  all  of  those,  both  in  Washington  and  in 
California,  that  have  worked  so  long  and  so  hard  on  a  solution  to  this 
vexing  problem  of  composing  the  Federal  and  State  interests  in  this 
unique  project.  On  behalf  of  the  farmers  on  the  west  side,  I  want  to 
especially  thank  the  members  of  this  subcommittee  for  the  sympathetic 
consideration  given  to  our  situation. 

May  I  once  again  stress  the  extreme  urgency  for  this  authorization 
and  entreat  you  to  act  promptly  on  the  legislation  before  you. 

Senator  Anderson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  O'Neill. 

Are  there  questions  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  just  want  to  say  that  I  hope  and  pray  that  this 
legislation  is  enacted  into  law  this  year. 

Mr.  O’Neill.  I  hope  we  can  resolve  the  problem  that  is  now  before 
us. 

Senator  Anderson.  We  will  try  to,  Mr.  O’Neill.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

Mr.  O’Neill.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Anderson.  Mr.  Myers. 

STATEMENT  OE  LOYD  M.  MYERS,  SECRETARY-MANAGER,  ERESNO 

AND  MADERA  COUNTIES  BUILDING  AND  CONSTRUCTION  TRADES 

COUNCIL,  FRESNO,  CALIE. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Loyd  Myers,  from  Fresno  County. 
I  am  a  labor  representative.  I  am  the  building  trades  secretary -man¬ 
ager.  I  testified  before  the  committee  last  year,  and  had  a  very  cour¬ 
teous  reception,  I  assure  you.  I  am  also  pleased  to  meet  these  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentlemen.  I  have  read  about  them  on  numerous  occa¬ 
sions.  It  is  a  real  pleasure  to  meet  them  face  to  face. 

I  have  nothing  particularly  new  to  add  to  my  testimony  of  last  year, 
with  the  exception  that  we  do  have  the  more  serious  condition  of 
unemployment  in  the  area  than  we  had  even  last  year. 

As  you  have  heard  testimony  from  Mr.  O’Neill,  the  water  table  is 
not  getting  any  higher.  We  believe  that  having  worked  with  various 
committees  throughout  the  State,  that  we  have  reached  a  solution  to 
our  difficulties  amongst  ourselves,  and  we  come  before  you  today  ask¬ 
ing  that  you  at  least  endorse  our  program  and  recommend  it  to  the 
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full  committee  so  that  it  can  get  to  the  floor  for  action  and  can  be 
enacted  into  law. 

We  have-a  considerable  number  of  skilled  construction  workmen  who 
are  very  desirous  of  doing  work  on  a  program  such  as  this.  Of  course, 
when  they  are  not  working,  there  is  a  shortage  of  funds  coming  into 
the  merchants,  to  the  manufacturers,  and  people  of  that  nature.  I 
think  they  are  in  conformity  with  us  in  asking  for  the  program. 

I  do  not  know  that  there  is  anything  that  I  can  say  that  would  be 
of  any  added  value  to  it.  I  do  have  a  prepared  statement  I  would 
like  to  submit  to  you,  if  I  may. 

Senator  Anderson.  Mr.  Myers,  we  appreciate  your  coming  in  here. 
We  are  happy  to  have  your  statement  that  you  regard  this  as  a  good 
project. 

Do  you  think  that  generally  speaking  through  that  part  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  people  who  are  associated  with  labor  organizations  would  like 
to  see  this  project  built? 

Mr.  Myers.  I  do  for  a  fact,  Senator. 

Senator  Anderson.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  want  to  add  my  sincere  thanks,  too,  Mr.  Myers, 
for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

(Mr.  Myers’  prepared  statement  follows :) 

Statement  of  Loyd  M.  Myers,  Secretary-Manager,  Fresno  and  Madera 
Counties  and  Construction  Trades  Council 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  the  secretary-manager  of  the  Fresno  and  Madera  Coun¬ 
ties  Building  and  construction  Trades  Council.  The  council  represents  23 
building  trades  unions  with  a  combined  membership  of  about  17,000  members. 
We  have  worked  with  many  and  varied  groups  in  studying  the  feasibility  of  the 
San  Luis  project.  We  do  not  profess  to  be  engineers  nor  do  we  profess  to  be 
economists.  We  do,  however,  profess  to  have  the  know-how  to  do  the  type  of 
construction  that  is  required  on  large  flood  control  and  irrigation  projects  such 
as  the  one  under  discussion. 

The  Delta  Mendota  Canal  system  together  with  the  Tracy  pumping  plant  rep¬ 
resents  an  investment  of  approximately  $75,000,000,  a  tremendous  invest¬ 
ment  for  the  Federal  Government.  We  as  residents  of  this  community  do  not 
like  to  see  such  a  tremendous  investment  idle  for  a  good  portion  of  each  year 
when  there  is  such  a  great  need  for  its  services  in  the  area  that  it  serves. 

There  will  be  or  already  has  been  considerable  testimony  concerning  the  loca¬ 
tion,  the  availability,  and  the  suitableness  of  using  these  facilities  in  the  ofFpeak 
season  so  there  will  be  little  if  any  need  for  me  to  go  into  that  phase  of  it. 
The  people  represented  by  the  building  trades  council  have  only  one  thing  to 
sell,  and  that  is  labor.  They  are  particularly  skilled  at  their  trades  as  is 
evidenced  by  the  flood  control  and  irrigation  projects  that  have  been  built  in 
the  State  by  these  very  same  members.  The  working  people  of  the  Madera, 
Merced,  Kings,  Fresno,  and  Tulare  Counties,  the  small  farmers,  the  mama-papa 
type  merchants  and  others  of  similar  circumstances  make  up  the  small  people 
of  the  area.  These  people  have  their  life  savings  invested  in  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley  and  in  particular  in  the  area  that  would  be  influenced  by  the  San  Luis 
project.  They  are  vitally  interested  in  the  economy  of  this  community,  and 
water  is  the  key.  We  have  many  members  who  have  worked  in  construction 
all  their  lives  and  have  saved  their  money  religiously  so  that  they  could  retire 
on  a  little  farm,  a  prune  orchard,  a  chicken  ranch,  a  vineyard,  or  a  similar 
project,  and  feel  that  they  are  somewhat  independent.  There  was  a  time  when 
this  was  not  only  possible,  but  profitable.  Due  to  the  high  cost  of  water  this  is 
no  longer  true.  It  has,  or  will  be  established  by  testimony  before  this  com¬ 
mittee,  that  the  cost  of  a  well  is  from  five  to  seventy-five  thousand  dollars  if  it  is 
capable  of  irrigating  even  a  small  plot  of  land,  and  of  course,  without  irriga¬ 
tion  it  is  impossible  to  grow  anything  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley.  We  know 
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that  there  are  many  land  owners  in  our  part  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  but 
there  are  far  fewer  farmers  than  there  are  farm  owners.  We  have  found  this 
to  be  directly  the  result  of  the  high  cost  of  irrigation  facilities.  We  are  forcing 
a  large  scale  operation  and  doing  away  with  the  so-called  family  sized  farm 
due  to  this  economic  pressure.  It  has  long  been  the  aim  of  the  United  States 
Government  to  establish  economical  family  sized  farms,  thus  placing  more 
people  on  farms.  But  we  find  that  the  high  cost  of  water  is  having  just  the 
opposite  effect  in  this  area.  We  believe  that  if  the  San  Luis  project  is  ap¬ 
proved  and  built  with  Federal  assistance,  that  we  will  again  be  able  to  establish 
the  trend  of  a  back-to-the-farm  movement  in  this  area. 

Testimony  has  or  will  be  given  that  it  is  now  costing  in  the  neighborhood  of 
$20  per  acre-foot  for  irrigation  water  in  the  San  Luis  project  area  and  it  has 
or  will  be  established  by  responsible  engineering  data  that  water  can  be  supplied 
in  this  very  same  area  by  using  the  existing  facilities  together  with  the  proposed 
San  Luis  Reservoir  and  supply  water  for  $7.50  per  acre-foot  ditch  side.  Even 
an  amateur  economist  can  see  the  advantages. 

We  believe  that  if  the  Federal  Government  loaned  the  money  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  this  project  it  would  return  to  the  Government  in  the  form  of  taxes 
more  than  tenfold  its  original  investment.  We  believe  we  can  prove  this  state¬ 
ment  by  pointing  out  that  desert  land  has  little  assessed  evaluation  for  the 
purpose  of  taxation  whereas  a  fully  developed  farm  under  an  irrigation  system 
has  an  assessed  evaluation  many,  many  times  greater  than  when  in  its  original 
state.  We  know  from  past  experience  that  when  idle  people  without  any  income 
are  suddenly  put  to  work  at  a  decent  livable  wage  that  the  whole  community 
seems  to  take  a  new  lease  on  life  and  prosper  far  more  than  the  added  income 
would  seem  to  warrant.  There  has  or  will  be  some  testimony  given  before  this 
committee  to  the  effect  that  there  is  available  water  on  part  of  the  land  that 
would  be  serviced  by  the  San  Luis  Reservoir.  We  have  already  remarked  on 
the  cost  of  this  water  for  irrigation  purposes  and  we  would  like  to  further 
point  out  that  in  addition  to  the  high  cost  of  this  water,  the  mineral  content 
caused  by  excessive  pumping  is  causing  great  concern.  We  have  in  the  proposed 
construction  area  many  hundreds  of  skilled  construction  workmen  together  with 
efficient  construction  machinery  in  the  amounts  necessary  to  build  large  con¬ 
struction  projects  such  as  the  one  now  under  discussion.  We  have  many 
competent  contractors  and  engineers  who  are  familar  with  this  type  of  con¬ 
struction  and  in  all  too  many  cases  these  men,  this  equipment,  and  these  con¬ 
tractors  are  idle  or  only  partially  employed  due  to  the  redtape  involved  in 
getting  this  program  and  others  of  like  nature  started.  There  is  also  a  serious 
amount  of  unemployment  in  other  fields  in  our  area  that  is  seriously  affecting 
the  economy  of  the  community  and  we  know  that  if  the  San  Luis  project  is 
authorized  by  this  session  of  Con  gress  there  could  be  no  actual  c-onstru.  tion 
started  this  year  to  relieve  this  situation.  But  we  feel  that  authorization  for 
the  project  would  restore  the  confidence  of  the  people  of  the  community  in  their 
Government  and  its  economic  policies.  With  such  confidence  restored,  we  are 
confident  that  many  businesses  and  building  programs  which  have  long  been 
contemplated  would  become  an  actuality,  thus  making  an  immediate  spurt  in 
the  economy  of  our  community  and  give  us  the  relief  so  badly  needed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  not  asking  for  charity,  nor  are  we  attempting  to  take 
unfair  advantage  of  our  fellow  Americans  from  other  sections  of  the  country. 
We  are,  however,  asking  for  a  loan  on  a  businesslike  basis.  We  think  we  have 
ample  collateral  to  offer  for  security.  In  fact,  if  the  TT.S.  Government  had  as 
good  security  on  all  its  loans,  we  would  never  need  worry  about  the  national 
debt. 

I  have  said  many  times  in  the  past  and  I  repeat  that  I  do  not  think  that 
irrigation,  reclamation,  and  flood-control  projects  cost  the  Federal  Government, 
but  instead  pays  the  Government.  These  programs  are  investments  in  the 
truest  sense  of  the  word. 

We  know  of  some  dissident  groups  who  oppose  Federal  participation  in  the 
San  Luis  project.  We  know  also  that  it  is  impossible  to  meet  all  the  objections 
voiced  by  various  groups  to  the  proposed  bills  for  Federal  participation,  but  we 
believe  in  and  will  support  the  bill  that  is  before  this  committee  today. 

In  summing  up,  I  would  respectfully  repeat  that — 

1.  We  have  the  need  for  the  project. 

2.  We  have  the  know-how  and  the  equipment  to  build  it. 

3.  We  have  the  local  support  for  it. 

4.  It  would  help  solve  our  employment  problem. 


66  SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 

5.  The  existing  canal  pumping  plant  and  storage  site  are  naturals. 

6.  The  loan  would  be  repaid  many  times  over  and  even  though  no  interest 
would  be  charged  directly,  over  a  period  of  years  the  increased  taxes  would 
make  it  one  of  the  highest  interest  rates  ever  paid  on  any  loan  in  the  history 
of  the  world. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  next  witness  will  be  Paul  Staniford,  of  the 
Fresno  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

STATEMENT  OF  PAUL  STANIFORD,  CHAIRMAN,  WATER  RESOURCES 

COMMITTEE,  FRESNO  COUNTY  AND  CITY  CHAMBER  OF  COM¬ 
MERCE,  FRESNO,  CALIF. 

Mr.  Staniford.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  committee,  my 
name  is  Paul  Staniford.  I  am  an  attorney  in  Fresno,  former  presi¬ 
dent,  of  the  Fresno  County  and  City  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  am 
now  the  chairman  of  its  water  resources  committee. 

I  appreciate  very  much  this  opportunity  to  appear  in  behalf  of 
the  pending  bill.  j 

Over  the  west  side  of  Fresno,  Kings,  and  Merced  Counties  in  the 
great  San  Joaquin  Valley  of  California,  in  what  we  call  the  deep- well, 
critical  area,  there  are  500,000  acres  of  the  most  productive  agricul¬ 
tural  land  in  all  this  world.  It  is  in  danger  of  being  turned  back  to 
ordinary  range  land  for  cattle  and  sheep  unless  supplemental  water 
is  brought  from  the  outside  by  means  of  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  and 
water  distributing  system. 

If  that  catastrophe  happens,  it  will  mean  a  loss  of  crops  now  grown 
in  that  vicinity  of  the  value  of  $50  million  annually.  There  is  no 
exaggeration  in  assuming  the  possibility  of  such  a  dire  result.  The 
present  annual  overdraft  of  water  in  that  area  is  in  excess  of  $1 
million  acre-feet — more  than  all  the  accumulation  of  water  from  all 
known  present  sources  of  supply  in  a  year  of  average  rainfall.  I 
mean  rainfall  there  on  the  valley  floor  and  snowfall  in  the  tributary 
mountains  of  the  Sierra-Nevada. 

It  is  not  to  be  thought  that  an  annual  curtailment  of  $50  million  in 
farm  production  is  a  local  matter.  Far  from  that.  When  you  take 
into  account  the  layoff  of  people  engaged  in  agricultural  labor  run¬ 
ning  into  thousands  of  people ;  the  drop  in  sales  and  repair  of  agricul¬ 
tural  equipment  of  all  kinds;  the  curtailment  of  transportation  of  ( 
equipment,  supplies,  and  produce;  the  drop  in  volume  of  crops — you 
have  a  pattern  of  loss  which  means  ruin  in  parts  of  the  immediate 
locality  and  which  reaches  out  importantly  to  the  financial  centers  of 
San  Francisco  and  Los  Angeles  and  to  the  economy  of  the  entire 
region. 

The  protection  against  that  kind  of  calamity  is  available  in  the 
San  Luis  Reservoir.  There  are  those  of  us  who  know  that  million 
acre-feet  of  water  flows  into  San  Francisco  Bay  through  the  Sacra- 
mento-San  Joaquin  River  Delta  every  winter  and  is  washed  out  into 
the  Pacific  Ocean  without  doing  one  particle  of  good  for  the  land 
from  which  it  comes. 

We  know  it  wTould  be  nothing  short  of  criminal  folly  to  propose  that 
we  in  the  affected  portion  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  should  do  with¬ 
out  that,  million  acre-feet  of  water.  It  would  be  almost  as  indefen¬ 
sible  to  propose  that  in  order  to  get  the  small  part  we  need  of  that  7y2 
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million  acre-feet  which  is  wasting  winter  after  winter,  we  need  resort 
to  a  new  system  of  canals  and  pumping  plants. 

There  is  no  reason  to  duplicate  and  to  parallel  the  already  existing 
Delta-Mendota  Canal  which  lies  there  totally  unused  during  the 
winter  season  or  to  duplicate  the  Tracy  pumping  plant  which  lies 
unused  during  the  same  winter  period.  They  represent  an  aggregate 
investment  of  some  $63  million. 

Those  essential  facilities  should  be  put  to  use.  They  can  be  put  to 
use  for  us  in  our  mortal  need  by  the  mere  construction  of  3  miles  of 
conduit  and  lift  facilities  to  raise  the  water  from  the  present  level  of 
the  Delta-Mendota  Canal  to  safe  storage  behind  the  San  Luis  Dam. 

It  can  be  done  and  should  be  done,  and  the  San  Luis  Reservoir 
and  facilities  should  not  be  built  for  coordination  with  the  Feather 
River  project  and  the  overall  California  water  plan.  Built  with  or 
for  an  ultimate  storage  capacity  of  2,100,000  acre-feet,  we  would 
have,  before  it  is  too  late,  the  million  acre-feet  to  keep  the  critical 
500,000  acres  in  production. 

And  against  the  day  of  need,  there  would  be  the  remaining  supply 
for  the  great  region  south  of  the  Tehachapi  Mountains.  The  critical 
area  in  Fresno,  Kings,  and  Merced  Counties  there  in  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley  needs  relief  now  before  the  overdraft  of  our  deep  wells  pump 
sea  water  or  wreaks  other  havoc. 

Construction  of  the  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir,  connection  with 
the  existing  Delta-Mendota  Canal,  and  the  construction  of  the  new 
San  Luis  Canal  to  carry  the  waters  to  those  500,000  acres  will  be  a 
blessing  and  a  boon,  not  to  local  people  alone,  but  to  all  in  the  State 
and  Nation  who  depend  upon  the  rich  produce  of  that  land. 

Senator  Anderson.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Stamford.  Are 
there  any  questions  ? 

If  not,  our  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Charles  T.  Kaljian. 

STATEMENT  OP  CHARLES  T.  KALJIAN,  PRESIDENT,  BOARD  OF 

DIRECTORS,  SAN  LUIS  WATER  DISTRICT,  LOS  BANOS,  CALIF. 

Mr.  Kaljian.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  committee,  I  am 
Charles  T.  Kaljian,  of  Los  Banos,  Calif.,  president  of  the  San  Luis 
Water  District.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  again  appear  before 
this  subcommittee  to  present  my  views,  as  well  as  the  views  of  the 
San  Luis  Water  District  in  support  of  the  San  Luis  project. 

I  have  been  a  resident  of  California  for  52  years  and  I  am  a  land- 
owner  of  the  San  Luis  Water  District.  I  have  farmed  in  other  parts 
of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley. 

In  my  last  appearance  before  you  I  emphasized  two  mam  points. 
The  first  was  the  fact  that  the  rapid  depletion  of  our  underground 
water  supplies  had  brought  us  to  the  point  where  it  was  questionable 
how  long  crops  can  continue  to  be  produced  at  a  profit.  In  this  con¬ 
nection  I  pointed  out  that  the  quality  of  water  determines  the  crop 
pattern.  In  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  successful  farming  requires  a 
wide  variety  of  crops. 

My  second  point  related  to  the  heavy  concentrations  of  salt  m  our 
irrigation  water.  These  concentrates  are  not  only  costly  to  the  farmer 
in  replacement  of  pump  parts  and  other  well  equipment,  but  are  also 
highly  detrimental  to  the  soils  of  the  area.  The  continued  use  of 
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this  highly  saline  water  not  only  tends  to  destroy  the  productivity 
but  will  also  lead  to  costly  complications  if  and  when  water  of  a  good 
quality  becomes  available. 

We  have  had  several  striking  incidents  in  our  valley  where  it  was 
impossible  to  put  fresh  water  into  the  soil  following  the  use  of  saline 
well  water  without  substantial  chemical  treatments  to  the  soil. 

Last  year  I  told  you  that  we  were  nearing  a  point  where  both  the 
quality  of  water  and  the  cost  of  production  was,  with  other  farm 
costs,  approaching  the  value  of  crops  grown.  In  this  ensuing  year 
there  has  been  a  general  agreement  among  the  farmers  in  our  area 
that  we  must  take  drastic  steps  if  we  are  to  remain  in  the  farming 
business.  We  have  taken  those  steps  reluctantly  realizing  that  if  San 
Luis  were  authorized  today  construction  would  not  provide  water  at 
a  date  early  enough  to  prevent  economic  disaster  for  a  substantial 
acreage  within  the  boundaries  of  my  district. 

We  are  in  the  process  of  constructing  a  lift  system  with  a  source 
of  water  at  the  Delta-Mendota  Canal  that  will  provide  a  supplemental 
water  supply  for  approximately  20,000  acres  of  land  at  the  lower  end 
of  the  San  Luis  water  district.  Our  investment  will  be  approximately 
$2,350,000.  The  water  will  be  raised  390  feet  in  two  lifts  and  we 
estimate  the  cost  at  roughly  $15  per  acre-foot.  This  is  strictly  an 
emergency  project.  The  improved  quality  of  water  will  permit  a 
certain  amount  of  diversification  and  so  compensate  in  part  for  the 
increased  cost. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  fully  realize  that  the  demands  on  the  Delta- 
Mendota  Canal  through  the  exchange  contract  with  Miller  &  Lux 
could  easily  reduce  our  investment  to  a  gamble  in  any  given  year 
because,  lacking  storage,  water  may  or  may  not  be  available  depend¬ 
ing  on  the  summer  flow  in  the  delta  of  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin 
Livers. 

To  many  people  this  is  a  stopgap  measure  designed  solely  to  keep 
us  in  business  until  the  San  Luis  project  water  becomes  available.  We 
have  endeavored  to  design  this  lift  and  distribution  system  so  that  it 
can  be  used  when  water  from  San  Luis  becomes  available. 

I  hope  my  testimony  has  impressed  upon  you  gentlemen  the  critical 
condition  in  our  area  which  is  in  nowise  different  than  it  is  in  many 
other  places  of  the  service  areas  of  the  San  Luis  project.  For  the 
moment  we  are,  in  a  sense,  fortunate  to  be  adjacent  to  the  Delta- 
Mendota  Canal  where  we  can  utilize,  in  part,  the  water  from  the 
source. 

In  closing,  I  wish  again  to  thank  the  committee  for  the  privilege  of 
appearing  today  and  I  hope  that  my  testimony  has  given  additional 
emphasis  to  the  critical  situation  that  exists  on  the  west  side  of  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Andf.rson.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Are  there  any  questions  ? 

If  not,  the  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Butler. 
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STATEMENT  OE  WARREN  W.  BUTLER,  VICE  CHAIRMAN,  BOARD  OE 

DIRECTORS,  METROPOLITAN  WATER  DISTRICT  OF  SOUTHERN 

CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Butler.  Members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  appreciate  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  appear  here  today. 

My  name  is  Warren  W.  Butler.  I  am  vice  chairman  of  the  board 
of  directors  of  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern  Califor¬ 
nia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  here  a  prepared  statement.  However,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  discusion  that  came  up  here  this  afternoon,  I  would  like 
to  make  a  brief  comment.  So  that  no  one  will  be  fearful,  let  me 
say  first  that  I  do  not  think  that  this  difficulty  that  arose  here  this 
afternoon  need  in  any  way  disturb  the  amicable  agreement  that  we 
have  reached  within  the  State.  We  have,  however,  developed  a  prob¬ 
lem  here  this  afternoon.  I  would  like  to  point  out  how  it  came 

I  about.  _  ... 

In  this  discussion  last  Friday,  at  no  time  was  the  difference  in  the 
two  sizes  of  the  canal  mentioned  that  I  can  recall.  The  only  thing 
that  was  mentioned  was  this  matter  of  the  reservoir,  whether  the 
foundation  should  be  built  to  the  extent  that  it  could  be  later  enlarged. 
To  my  knowledge,  that  was  the  only  thing  that  we  had  in  mind. 
While  I  am  in  a  sense  going  out  on  a  limb,  I  believe  that  we  can 
accept  the  amendment  which  Senator  Ivucliel  suggests  here.  I  think 
it  is  fair  and  reasonable.  Let  us  hope  that  we  do  not  have  to  come 
to  that  alternative.  It  would  be  a  tragedy  if  we  have  to.  But  it  is 
conceivable  that  we  could. 

In  this  discussion,  we  had  this  sort  of  a  situation.  This  $10,800,000 
figure  was  mentioned.  We  began  discussing  what  the  situation  might 
be  in  the  alternative  that  this  become  necessary.  We  said,  “Well,  the 
State  has  quite  a  lot  of  money  tied  up  in  acquiring  this  site,  and  has 
certain  other  money  in  this  year’s  budget.” 

Unfortunately,  I  think  the  amount  that  would  be  available  was 
somewhat  exaggerated  at  that  time,  through  a  misunderstanding.  But 
in  any  event,  as  I  find  out  now,  it  will  be  the  $6  million,  and  perhaps 
somewhat  more.  We  have  suggested  to  Mr.  Banks  the  possibility 
\  of  earmarking  this  investment  fund  so  that  there  would  be  an  ade¬ 
quate  amount  to  meet  this  situation.  It  is  my  hope  that  something 
like  that  can  be  worked  out.  If  so,  this  provision  should  not  be  a 
serious  one  for  the  Federal  Government  because  the  site,  which  is 
worth  a  lot  of  money,  and  these  additional  funds,  would  be  made 
available.  I  think  it  is  conceivable  that  a  very  amicable  agreement 
could  be  worked  out  on  that  basis,  if  the  general  agreement  for  some 
reason  falls  by  the  wayside. 

I  have  only  one  thing  further  in  that  respect.  I  gathered  from 
what  Mr.  Dominy  said  here,  that  the  Bureau  and/or  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  might  suggest  a  further  change  in  this  language.  If 
that  is  done,  we  would  appreciate  having  the  opportunity  to  comment 
upon  whatever  changes  are  suggested. 
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Senator  Anderson.  Mr.  Dominy  gave  you  the  language  this 
morning. 

Mr.  Butler.  That  is,  to  an  extent,  true.  But  it  was  sort  of  an 
“iffy”  situation,  as  I  understood  him. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  thought  he  said  either  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  or  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  suggested  some  language. 
He  had  the  language  available.  If  you  want  to  comment  on  it,  this 
is  as  good  a  time  as  any.  You  can  supply  a  comment,  if  you  wish. 

Mr.  Butler.  We  would  like  to  send  in  a  written  communication. 

Senator  Anderson.  Very  well. 

Mr.  Butler.  The  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  a  political  subdivision  in  the  State  of  California  operating 
in  five  major  counties  of  that  State,  and  organized  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  supplementary  water  supplies  to  our  member  agencies  on 
the  coastal  plain  of  southern  California.  We  appreciate  the  time  the 
committees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  are  giving 
to  consideration  of  one  of  the  important  phases  of  the  many-sided 
State  of  California  water  problem.  I  am  pleased  to  appear  today  not 
only  to  comment  on  the  bill  before  you,  but  also  to  discuss  the  relation¬ 
ship  which  the  project  proposed  unavoidably  has  to  the  entire  Cali¬ 
fornia  water  problem,  including  the  necessity  of  major  future  deliver¬ 
ies  of  supplementary  supplies  into  southern  California. 

The  Metropolitan  Water  District  strongly  favors  the  construction 
of  the  San  Luis  Reservoir.  However,  we  have  found  it  necessary  to 
urge  certain  amendments  we  are  convinced  are  necessary  to  protect 
the  people  served  by  our  district.  Our  board  does  not  now  and  never 
has  opposed  the  owners  of  the  500,000  acres  in  this  project  obtaining 
the  benefits  of  the  Federal  financing,  including  the  advancements  of 
money  without  payment  of  interest  for  constructing  these  works.  But 
we  have  been  concerned  that  the  San  Luis  service  area  shall  not  receive 
what  they  desire  on  a  basis  that  might  seriously  jeopardize  the  interest 
of  approximately  7  million  people  who  live  in  our  district  as  well  as 
considerable  other  southern  California  territories  south  of  the  Kings 
County  line  proposed  to  be  served  by  a  State  water  development 
project. 

We  have,  we  think,  made  every  effort  to  be  reasonable  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  the  basic  interests  of  our  people.  We  gladly  acceded 
to  the  request  of  Governor  Brown  that  we  meet  with  the  people  con¬ 
cerned  on  both  sides  of  these  issues.  Some  agreements  have  been 
reached  which,  if  agreeable  to  Congress,  we  think  can  be  the  means  of 
reaching  an  honorable  compromise  in  which  all  parties  concerned  can 
have  faith. 

The  following  is  our  understanding  of  the  points  involved  in  this 
compromise : 

1.  Recognition  that  a  contract  for  construction  and  operation  of 
works  jointly  required  by  the  Federal  and  State  projects  on  a  fair 
and  equitable  basis  is  most  essential,  and  that  all  parties  will  cooperate 
in  seeking  a  successful  conclusion  of  negotiations  for  such  a  contract. 

2.  The  deadline  date  for  negotiation  of  such  contract  as  set  in  the 
bill. will  be  amended  to  January  1,  1962,  but  that  construction  may 
begin  as  soon  as  a  contract  is  signed  and  money  is  provided. 
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We  earnestly  hope  that  this  can  be  much  earlier  than  the  deadline 
date  because  of  the  dire  need  for  water  supplies  in  some  of  the  areas 
involved. 

3.  As  a  measure  to  increase  confidence  and  avoid  misunderstanding, 
the  language  of  section  7  of  S.  1887  of  the  last  congressional  session 
would  be  restored,  so  that  the  point  at  which  Federal  laws  will  cease 
to  apply  and  State  laws  will  prevail  is  clearly  and  unmistakably  set 
forth.  In  view  of  the  confusion  which  now  exists  in  many  fields  over 
the  applicability  of  Federal  and  State  laws,  we  think  this  provision 
would  greatly  increase  the  confidence  of  our  people  in  the  legislation. 

Let  me  say  parenthetically,  gentlemen,  that  our  concern  south  of 
the  Tehatchapie  does  not  involve  this  160-acre  limitation  as  it  does 
north  of  the  Tehatchapie.  What  we  are  concerned  about  is  like  the 
man  who  has  two  bosses.  Sometimes  he  does  not  know  what  to  do. 
If  you  only  have  one,  then  you  have  a  situation  that  is  easier  to  work 
with. 

4.  Our  people  attach  great  importance  to  the  assurance  that  the 
joint  facilities,  including  chiefly  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  and  the  main 
transmission  canal,  be  adequate  in  size  and  that  both  the  I  ederal 
Government  and  the  State  have  equal  rights  in  their  use  consistent 
with  such  reasonable  operating  conditions  as  may  be  set  forth  in  the 
contract.  Together,  with  provisions  of  the  bill  as  now  drawn,  this 
can  be  assured  if  all  parties  will  reasonably  cooperate  in  the  contract 
negotiations. 

5.  The  State  administration  to  cause  to  be  introduced  and  pressed 
for  passage  a  bill  authorizing  that  when  a  contract  is  negotiated  and 
entered  into,  title  to  the  site  of  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  may  be  either 
transferred  by  the  State  to  the  Federal  Government  or  jointly  shared 
as  the  congressional  bill  and/ or  the  terms  of  the  contract  may  dictate. 

May  we  emphasize  that  good  faith  and  reasonableness  on  both  sides 
is  essential  to  the  success  of  this  compromise.  They  will  continue 
to  be  necessary  and  definite  as  the  passage  of  this  bill,  signing  of  the 
contract  and  construction  of  the  works,  by  no  means,  settle  all  prob¬ 
lems  that  will  necessarily  arise  from  time  to  time. 

These  joint  works  will  form,  so  to  speak,  the  neck  of  the  bottle 
through  which  a  vast  amount  of  water  out  of  the  Sacramento- San 
Joaquin  Delta  area  must  be  delivered  in  the  future  to  a  vast  additional 
area  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  and  other  portions  of  central  and 
southern  California,  and  in  addition  to  the  500,000  acres  of  the  San 
Luis  service  area.  Thus,  the  design  of  this  neck  of  the  bottle  and  its 
future  operational  policies  become  of  exceptional  importance.  We 
would  like  to  stress  this  fact  to  Congress  and  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  in  their  actions  in  drafting  this  legislation,  and  the  subse¬ 
quent.  terms  of  the  contract.  Because  this  neck  of  the  bottle  situation, 
and  the  fact  that  the  500,000  acres  constitute  only  a  minor  fraction 
of  the  area  to  be  served  by  the  two  governments,  our  board  of  direc¬ 
tors  feels  that  actual  operation  of  joint  facilities  after  completion  of 
construction  should  be  a  function  of  the  California  State  Department 
of  Water  Resources  as  made  possible  by  section  3,  paragraph  D,  of 

the  bill  as  now  drawn.  .  .  . 

This  authority  should  be  retained  in  the  bill.  This  congressional 
legislation  should  not  result  in  any  preferences  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
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ernment’s  contractors  to  receive  water  made  available  by  the  San  Luis 
project  over  the  rights  of  the  State  contractors  to  receive  water  made 
available  by  the  Feather  River-Delta  diversion  projects.  The  relative 
rates  to  such  water,  with  due  securities  to  all  parties  concerned,  should 
be  established  under  State  law.  So  that  there  may  be  no  chance  of 
misunderstanding,  let  me  say  that  the  terms  of  the  compromise  herein 
described  apply  to  S.  44  and  H.R.  301  as  they  are  now  drawn  or  as 
the  compromise  terms  propose  that  they  be  modified. 

Our  board  of  directors  has  approved  the  compromise  on  this  basis. 
If  the  legislation,  both  Federal  and  State,  is  approved  and  the  con¬ 
tract  drawn  and  signed,  may  we  point  out  that  it  is  of  extreme  im¬ 
portance  that  funds  to  begin  work  be  provided  at  the  earliest  possible 
date.  Both  in  the  San  Luis  service  area  and  in  portions  of  the  area 
to  be  served  by  the  State,  the  point  of  extreme  need  has  already  been 
reached. 

This  is  a  matter  of  concern  to  all  of  California  because  of  the  sig¬ 
nificance  to  our  whole  economy.  Now  that  agreement  has  been 
reached,  every  effort  should  be  made  to  realize  the  benefits  to  our  econ¬ 
omy  which  it  will  make  possible.  We  join  with  the  others  interested 
in  urging  all  speed  on  provisions  for  financing. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  was  just  looking  at  one  part  of  your  state¬ 
ment,  in  which  you  say : 

Because  of  the  neck  of  the  bottle  situation,  and  the  fact  that  500,000  acres 
constitute  only  a  minor  fraction  of  the  area  to  be  served  by  the  two  governments, 
our  board  of  directors  feels  actual  operation  of  the  joint  facilities  after  com¬ 
pletion  of  construction  should  be  a  function  of  the  California  State  Department 
of  Water  Resources  as  made  possible  by  section  3,  paragraph  D  of  the  bill  as 
now  drawn. 

The  Secretary  may  turn  over  to  the  State  the  care,  operation  or  maintenance 
of  any  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  which  are  used  jointly  by  the  United  States 
and  the  State  at  such  time  and  under  such  conditions  as  shall  be  agreed  upon  be¬ 
tween  the  Secretary  and  the  State. 

Do  you  regard  that  as  a  commitment  to  turn  over  any  part  of  them  ? 

Mr.  Butler.  No,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  are  satisfied  with  the  lan¬ 
guage  as  drawn.  We  are  only  expressing  the  hope  that  it  will  be  pos¬ 
sible  to  do  what  is  permitted  there.  We  are  not  asking  that  that  be 
made  mandatory  at  all. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  read  it  this  way,  that  it  says  500,000  acres 
constitute  only  a  minor  fraction  of  the  area  to  be  served  by  the  two 
governments,  our  board  of  directors  feels  actual  operation  of  joint 
facilities,  after  completion  of  construction,  should  be  a  function  of  the 
California  State  Department  of  Water  Resources. 

Mr.  Butler.  The  term  “actual  operation”  should  be  understood  in 
the  light  of  the  language  that  is  actually  in  the  bill.  It  is  just  an 
expression  of  opinion,  that  is  all. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  have  set  forth  a  lot  of  things  that  you 
understand  to  be  in  the  agreement? 

Mr.  Butler.  Yes. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  do  not  understand  this  to  be  any  part  of 
the  agreement? 

Mr.  Butler.  No.  But  it  can  be  made  part  of  the  agreement,  and 
we  are  just  expressing  the  hope  that  it  will  be,  that  is  all. 

Senator  Anderson.  Are  there  any  questions  ? 
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Senator  Kuchel.  No  questions. 

Senator  Anderson.  Senator  Ailott? 

Senator  Allott.  Mr.  Butler,  I  would  like  to  make  a  remark.  You 
have  made  a  fine  statement.  I  think  your  presence  here  today  falls 
upon  sympathetic  ears.  I  only  hope  when  we  come  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  upper  Colorado  we  will  find  your  metropolitan  water 
district  in  sympathy  with  the  development  of  that  part  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River,  too. 

Mr.  Butler.  Senator,  I  would  be  happy  to  sit  down  and  discuss 
that  subject  with  you. 

Let  me  say  here  that  we  have  a  problem  on  the  Colorado  River,  too. 
It  is  a  water-quality  problem.  You  might  with  one  project  not  have 
very  much  effect  on  that,  but  we  are  concerned  with  the  whole  situa¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  water  quality.  I  do  not  want  to  complicate  this 
discussion  by  a  lot  of  talk  about  the  Colorado  River.  But,  as  I  say, 
at  any  time,  at  your  convenience,  I  will  be  happy  to  sit  down  and 
discuss  the  problem  with  you.  ... 

Senator  Allott.  I  want  to  say  with  all  frankness  it  is  not  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  having  an  opportunity  to  discuss  that  I  am  concerned  about; 
I  am  more  concerned  about  a  little  sympathy. 

Senator  Anderson.  It  is  a  good  statement  and  we  appreciate  your 
being  here  today. 

The  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Bottorff  of  Bakersfield. 


STxATEMENT  OF  ALLEN  BOTTORFF,  REPRESENTING  KERN  COUNTY 
FARM  BUREAU,  WATER  PROBLEMS  DEPARTMENT 

Mr.  Bottorff.  Mr.  Chairman  and  honorable  committee  members, 
I  am  Allen  Bottorff  of  Bakersfield,  Calif.  I  am  a  farmer,  and  I  rep¬ 
resent  the  Kern  County  Farm  Bureau,  being  chairman  of  this  organi¬ 
zation’s  water  problems  department.  I  have  with  me  today  Mr. 
Stanley  Kronick,  of  Sacramento,  upon  whom  we  have  relied  for  spe¬ 
cialized  counsel  with  respect  to  legislation  concerning  the  proposed 
San  Luis  Unit.  I  am  also  authorized  to  speak  for  the  California 
Farm  Bureau  Federation  on  this  subject. 

It  is  possible  for  me  to  be  quite  brief  today.  Lour  committee  has 
at  other  times  received  our  views  on  proposed  San  Luis  Unit  legis¬ 
lation,  both  in  1956  and  1958.  We  wish  to  thank  you  again  for  this 
added  opportunity  to  state  our  position. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  amendments  offered  by  Senators 
Kuchel  and  Engle  will  conform  with  an  agreement  reached  by  the 
spokesmen  for  the  various  interests  and  areas  of  California  on  March 
13  and  will  cause  the  Senate  bill  to  read  substantially  as  bills  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  House  as  follows :  H.R.  5681,  H.R.  5682,  H.R.  5684,  and 
H.R.  5687.  The  bill,  with  these  amendments,  is  compatible  with  what 
we  have  encouraged  as  proper  authorizing  legislation. 

I  might  say  I  believe  substantially  the  amendments  referred  to  here 
this  afternoon  are  the  same  ones  that  I  referred  to  as  part  of  these 

Senator  Anderson.  You  understand,  though,  the  agreement  that 
you  say  was  reached  here  did  not  necessarily  extend  to  the  congies- 

sional  committee.  ,  .  ,  ,,  , 

Mr.  Bottorff.  We  recognize,  of  course,  Senator  Anderson,  time 
point,  but  what  we  are  saying  here  has  to  do  with  the  language  of 
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something  that  we  specifically  think  of  in  line  with  thinking  we  have 
had  for  some  considerable  period  on  the  subject  before  you  today, 
and  on  which  you  have  a  great  deal  of  evidence,  as  you  will  recall. 

Senator  Anderson.  Yes,  indeed.  We  would  respect  your  right  to 
have  us  take  that  into  consideration.  I  just  wanted  to  say  that  we 
have  an  obligation  to  try  to  report  the  bill  out  in  what  we  regard  as 
proper  language.  I  did  not  want  you  to  regard  the  fact  that  we  kept 
quiet  as  a  concession  that  we  would  report  it  just  the  way  you  wanted 
it.  You  know  we  are  likely  to  do  most  anything  with  it,  although 
we  are  going  to  try  to  be  as  careful  as  we  can. 

Mr.  Bottorff.  I  do  recall,  however,  that  we  talked  together  on  the 
subject  of  the  desirability  of  having  an  agreement,  and  there  were 
other  points  we  had  which  were  quite  compatible  with  yours,  I  know. 

Construction  of  the  San  Luis  project  as  a  joint  State-Federal 
undertaking  in  order  to  achieve  economic  and  comprehensive  develop¬ 
ment  is  unique,  yet  practical,  and  should  be  encouraged.  The  San 
Luis  project  is  a  vital  key  in  that  portion  of  the  State’s  water  de¬ 
velopment  program  which  would  provide  a  water  supply  to  many 
water  deficient  areas  in  southern  California  and  to  thirsty  lands  in 
Kern  County.  Through  the  State  participation  in  the  project,  as 
contemplated  by  S.  44  as  amended,  the  facilities  for  joint  use  by  the 
State  and  the  United  States  will  be  constructed  so  as  to  permit  the 
transportation  of  water  from  the  delta  to  Kern  County  and  southern 
California.  These  same  joint- use  facilities  also  will  be  utilized  by 
the  Government  to  meet  the  critical  water  requirements  of  the  area 
which  is  commonly  called  the  wast  side  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley. 

We  are  happy  to  endorse  S.  44  as  amended  by  the  originally  pro¬ 
posed  amendments  of  Senator  Kuchel  and  Senator  Engle  and  we 
would  strongly  urge  the  enactment. 

I  would  also  like  to  introduce  Mr.  Vance  Webb,  supervisor  from 
Kern  County.  He  has  presented  the  position  insofar  as  general 
principles  are  concerned  which  are  substantially  in  agreement  with 
the  positions  we  have  found  possible  to  bring  together  in  the  last 
week.  And  also  Mr.  William  E.  Moore,  Jr.,  who  has  asked  that  I 
present  for  him  a  statement  to  be  filed  for  the  record  following  my 
remarks. 

Senator  Anderson.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bottorff.  That  completes  my  statement,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  T 
thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here  before  you  today. 

Senator  Anderson.  May  I  in  turn  thank  you  for  a  statement  that 
you  were  able  to  keep  so  brief  and  present  as  a  fine  statement. 

Mr.  Bottorff.  I  sincerely  hope  that  what  it  says  will  be  seriously 
taken  into  consideration. 

Senator  Anderson.  This  is  a  fine  thing  and  we  appreciate  it. 
Thank  you. 

(Mr.  Moore’s  statement  is  as  follows :) 

Statement  of  William  E.  Moore,  Jr.,  on  S.  44 

My  name  is  William  E.  Moore,  Jr.,  of  Bakersfield,  Calif.  I  am  a  member  of 
the  Kern  County  Water  Commission  and  represent  a  group  of  farmers  in  the 
south  end  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  in  the  Wheeler  Ridge-Maricopa  area.  Our 
people  are  now  in  the  final  stages  of  organizing  a  water  storage  district  of  the 
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same  name,  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  a  substantial  supply  of  supplemental 
water 

For  the  record,  I  would  like  to  state  that  we  in  our  area  are  in  favor  of  S.  44 
as  amended  by  the  authors  on  this  date,  March  16,  1959. 

It  is  recognized  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  done  a  wonderful  job  in 
California  with  the  building  of  the  Central  Valley  project.  Nevertheless,  despite 
this  fine  effort,  the  water  problem  in  California  has  become  our  State’s  No.  1 
problem.  It  must  be  solved  and,  in  my  opinion,  this  solution  will  take  the  com¬ 
bined  efforts  of  all  levels  of  government — Federal,  State,  and  local. 

In  our  area,  Kern  County,  time  is  running  out  and  we  are  facing  an  extremely 
critical  situation.  Our  engineers  tell  us  that  the  overdrafts  on  our  primary 
source  of  water  is  approaching  700,000  to  750,000  acre-feet  annually.  Today,  we 
are  not  only  looking  for  the  first  project  to  bring  supplemental  water  to  our 

area,  but  also  the  second.  ^  ^  _ 

The  farmers  and  businessmen  of  Kern  County  are  confident  that  Governor 
Brown,  Harvey  Banks,  and  the  California  Department  of  Water  Resources  will 
solve  our  problems  most  efficiently  within  a  reasonable  length  of  time,  but  they 
will  do  so  only  with  the  use  of  the  San  Luis  damsite  for  storage  and  water 
regulatory  purposes.  We,  too,  however,  recognize  the  similar  plight  of  our 
neighbors  to  the  north  who  in  turn  also  need  the  San  Luis  damsite  as  part  of 

the  Central  Valley  project.  ^  . 

Gentlemen,  with  this  general  picture,  I  am  sure  that  you  understand  our  need 
for  national  legislation  that  allows  a  fair  and  equitable  partnership  arrange¬ 
ment  between  the  State  and  the  United  States.  We  feel  that  S.  44  in  its  amended 
form  is  that  necessary  legislation.  If  authorized  under  this  bill,  California 
and  the  United  States  will  have  an  integrated  project  which  will  have  many 
practical  benefits  to  all  parties  concerned.  It  will  be  a  new  development  in 
State-Federal  relationship — one  that  has  been  long  needed  and  one  that  will 
have  everlasting  benefits.  Thank  you,  gentlemen,  for  the  few  minutes  of  your 
time.  It  is  sincerely  appreciated,  as  I  know  that  these  are  busy  times  for  the 
Senate. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Charles  Bates. 

STATEMENT  OF  G.  W.  BATES,  SECRETARY-MANAGER,  CENTRAL 
CALIFORNIA  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

Mr.  Bates.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  C.  W.  Bates.  I  am  secre¬ 
tary-manager  of  the  Central  California  Irrigation  District.  Before 
proceeding  with  my  formal  statement,  which  is  very  brief,  I  would 
like  to  introduce  the  president  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  Central 
California  Irrigation  District,  Mr.  Lawrence  Wolf  son,  and  also  our 
director,  Mr.  Herman  Willis. 

As  I  had  the  honor  and  pleasure  of  appearing  before  this  committee 
almost  exactly  a  year  ago  today  on  Senate  bill  188*,  I  will  not  hike 
up  your  valuable  time  with  a  repetition  of  the  testimony  given  at  that 

hearing,  which  is  already  on  record. 

The  gist  of  the  testimony  a  year  ago  was  that  there  are  more  than 
7  000  farmers,  farming  an  area  of  approximately  350,000  acres  on  the 
west  side  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  which  lands  are  at  a  lower  eleva¬ 
tion  than  the  lands  within  the  San  Luis  unit  project  area.  1  hese 
farmers  sincerely  believe  that  protection  should  be  given  to  their  lands 
from  the  drainage  necessarily  resulting  from  the  application  of  new¬ 
ly  imported  water  supplies  in  large  quantities  on  the  higher  elevation 

lands  of  the  San  Luis  unit  project  area.  , 

As  a  result  of  a  recognition  of  this  need  by  all  parties  concerned 
S.  44  now  contains  essentially  the  protection  which  we  feel  is  necessary . 

Since  preparing  my  statement.,  I  believe,  without  qualification  the 
amendment  has  been  presented  by  Senator  Kuchel  m  S.  44  to  take  this 
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into  consideration,  which  does  essentially  as  follows,  with  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  Senator  Kuchel  read.  It  provides — 

In  the  event  the  State  of  California  does  not  construct  the  master  drainage 
and  disposal  channel  which  we  hope  and  believe  will  be  the  case,  the  San  Luis 
unit  will  at  least  take  care  of  the  drainage  arising  from  its  own  area,  and  in 
conjunction  with  section  4  of  S.  44  allow  possible  joint  usage  of  the  facilities  so 
constructed. 

In  other  words,  the  bill  now  provides  with  the  amendment  that  if 
the  State  of  California  does  not  construct  the  master  drain,  the  San 
Luis  unit  farmers  will  take  care  of  their  own  drainage,  which  satis¬ 
factorily  meets  the  requirements  of  our  area. 

Thank  you,  sir. 

Seantor  Anderson.  The  provision  that  has  been  suggested  is  satis¬ 
factory  to  you  ? 

Mr.  Bates.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  Thank  you  very  much. 

The  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Peterson. 

STATEMENT  OE  WILLIAM  S.  PETERSON,  GENERAL  MANAGER  AND 

CHIEE  ENGINEER,  DEPARTMENT  OE  WATER  AND  POWER  OE  THE 

CITY  OE  LOS  ANGELES,  CALIF. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my 
name  is  William  S.  Peterson.  I  am  general  manager  and  chief  engi¬ 
neer  of  the  Department  of  Water  and  Power  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles 
and  will  present  the  viewpoints  of  that  organization. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  appear  on  behalf  of  S.  44  as  recently  amended, 
and  I  am  referring  to  the  amendments  which  Senator  Kuchel  pro¬ 
posed  at  the  beginning  of  this  afternoon’s  session,  and  join  with  many 
other  interested  agencies  who  have  come  into  agreement  on  these 
recent  amendments  and  who  are  urging  the  passage  of  this  bill.  I 
commend  the  Governor  of  California  and  his  representatives  in  hav¬ 
ing  a  responsible  part  in  bringing  about  this  agreement  of  various 
interests. 

In  line  with  my  previous  testimony  on  the  bills  for  the  San  Luis 
project,  my  chief  concern  has  been  that  the  right  of  the  state  to  an 
adequate  share  of  the  full  development  of  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  be 
protected  until  State  legislation  could  be  consummated  on  the  Feather 
River  project.  I  believe  that  the  bill,  S.  44,  as  presently  amended,  and 
the  significant  support  it  is  receiving,  will  expedite  the  necessary  State 
legislation  so  that  the  combination  of  the  January  1,  1962,  cutoff  date 
and  the  mandatory  design  and  construction  so  that  the  project  may  be 
either  expanded  to  the  ultimate  capacity  or  built  initially  to  the  ulti¬ 
mate  capacity  will  protect  the  State’s  interests. 

I  would  like  to  add  a  supplementary  comment.  In  connection  with 
the  Friday  meeting  which  Mr.  Butler  made  reference  to,  my  ideas  are 
very  similar,  because  at  that  meeting  when  we  were  discussing  the 
“shall”  instead  of  the  “may”  clause  in  the  first  section,  the  point  could 
be  made  that  our  only  discussion  pertained  to  a  portion  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  which  cited  the  10-million-some-odd-thousand  dollars 
as  being  the  extra  expense  of  this.  As  you  have  developed  here,  that 
applies  to  the  dam  and  reservoir. 
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I  might  say  that  I  believe  our  position  would  still  remain  the  same 
if  the  new  proposal  of  Senator  Kuchel  to  limit  that  “shall”  to  the 
dam  and  reservoir  facilities — that  would,  I  think,  cover  the  ground. 

As  a  word  of  caution,  I  could  only  add  that  you  also  check  into  the 
question  of  the  relative  timing,  I  might  say,  of  the  reservoir  construc¬ 
tion  and  the  canal  construction,  to  see  that  there  are  no  inconsistencies. 

Senator  Anderson.  Would  it  be  fair  to  assume  that  one  of  the  things 
you  had  in  mind  was  that  since  you  had  moved  this  date  by  which  the 
State  must  accept  it  to  January  1,  1962,  that  if  the  project  were  to 
be  approved  and  authorized,  with  appropriations  made  for  it,  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  could  go  ahead  in  even  1960  and  start 
building  the  dam  and  would  not  have  to  wait  for  the  State  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  That,  I  think,  is  correct. 

I  would  again  say  that  in  the  action  that  was  taking  place,  it  was 
our  intent,  reading  from  our  own  personal  files  on  this  subject,  that 
we  were  considering  that  it  was  in  line  with  the  committee’s  findings, 
which  Senator  Kuchel  read  to  you  as  paragraphs  6  and  7  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  report.  That  is  where  it  said  that  with  or  without  agreement 
with  the  State,  the  San  Luis  unit  reservoir  and  other  facilities  should 
be  designed  to  provide  an  ultimate  storage  capacity  of  at  least  2 
million  acre-feet,  even  though  only  about  half  that  volume  is  re¬ 
quired  for  the  San  Luis  unit  area.  That  pretty  closely  ties  it  in  again 
with  the  reservoir.  That  is  importantly  mentioned  there. 

In  the  same  way,  seven  might  be  read  in,  too.  That  is  in  line  with 
what  our  intent  was. 

We  are  also  pleased  to  have  a  direct  statement  in  the  bill  to  clarify 
the  fact  that  the  areas  served  by  the  State  project  will  not  be  subject 
to  the  160-acre  limitation  under  Federal  reclamation  law.  The  use 
of  section  7  of  S.  1887  of  last  year  is  satisfactory. 

Again  I  request  that  favorable  action  be  taken  on  S.  44  as  either 
now  or  prospectively  to  be  amended. 

I  thank  your  committee  for  the  opportunity  of  appearing  before  you. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  want  to  thank  you  also,  Mr.  Peterson.  I  have 
had  a  chance  to  sit  and  talk  with  you  on  many  occasions  about  this. 
I  think  that  this  very  happy  situation  is  in  great  part  because  of  excel¬ 
lent  engineers  like  you. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  do  not  want  to  leave  someone  out.  Is  there 
someone  who  has  a  statement  with  reference  to  the  San  Luis  project, 
who  has  not  had  an  opportunity  to  make  it  but  who  desires  to  make  it  ? 

Hearing  none,  we  will  close  that  part  of  the  hearing. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  take  just  30  seconds  ? 

I  am  not  going  to  make  a  speech,  but  this  chapter  in  my  life  is 
temporary  at  best.  I  want  to  thank  the  people  in  this  room  from 
California  who  have  seen  to  it  that  this  piece  of  legislation  receives 
the  support  of  all  of  them.  I  mean  it.  I  think  it  is  great. 

California  is  fortunate  that  reasonable  men  with  the  interest  of  the 
State  of  California  uppermost  in  their  minds  have  been  able  to  fashion 
a  piece  of  legislation  that  I  think  now  has  a  very  excellent  opportunity 
of  passing. 

To  that  extent,  it  is  going  to  help  all  of  us. 

I  thank  you  as  one  of  the  Senators  in  the  Congress. 
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(Senator  Anderson,  at  the  request  of  Senator  Kuchel,  subsequently 
ordered  the  following  memorandum  printed  in  the  hearing  record:) 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

March  20,  1959. 

Memorandum  to  Senator  Anderson. 

I  have  reviewed  the  record  of  the  hearing  on  S.  44,  to  authorize  the  San  Luis 
unit,  Central  Valley  project,  California,  together  with  Associate  Commissioner 
Dominy's  letter  to  you  of  March  19.  My  particular  attention  was  directed  to  an 
analysis  of  the  cost  involved  in  the  amendments,  principally  to  section  1,  with 
respect  to  the  authorization  for  construction  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of 
the  joint-use  facilities.  I  come  up  with  these  figures,  which  appear  to  me  to  be 
controlling : 

1.  The  authorization  for  appropriations  in  section  6  of  the  bill  is  .$290,430,000. 

2.  Included  in  this  total  of  $290,430,000  are:  (a)  $10,814,000  for  footings  and 
other  facilities  of  San  Luis  Dam,  whereby  the  capacity  may  he  increased  from  1 
million  acre-feet  to  2,001,000  acre-feet  (i)  if  the  State  comes  into  the  project,  or 
(ii)  if  the  service  area  of  the  San  Luis  project  is  extended  to  the  Avanol  Gap 
area  in  the  southern  San  Joaquin  Valley ; 

(ft)  Four  million  dollars  for  additional  capacity  or  facilities  at  the  Tracy 
pumping  plant,  under  either  of  the  conditions  mentioned  in  (a)  ;  and 

(c)  Two  million  eight  hundred  and  eighty-seven  dollars  for  San  Luis  modifica¬ 
tions  in  the  event  the  enlargement  project  is  developed. 

The  total  of  these  figures  provided  for  in  the  $290,430,000  authorization  for 
appropriations  is  $17,701,000. 

3.  This  $290,430,000  appears  to  be  an  absolute  limitation  so  far  as  the  facilities 
mentioned  with  the  respective  amounts  estimated.  Any  additional  facilities, 
such  as  further  enlargement  of  existing  canals  or  additional  canals  would  re¬ 
quire  reauthorization  by  the  Congress.  It  is  estimated  that  in  event  the  State 
project  comes  in  an  additional  $5  to  $8  million  would  be  required  to  finance  extra 
outlet  capacity  in  the  dam. 

4.  The  State  of  California  has  been  engaged  in  the  purchase  of  the  right- 
of-way  for  the  dam  and  reservoir  and  it  has  generally  been  the  understanding 
that  it  would  make  the  contribution  of  the  cost  of  the  right-of-way  to  its  share  of 
the  additional  cost  of  the  projected  facilities  of  the  dam  and  reservoir  in 
connection  with  the  possible  cost  of  extra  outlet  capacity  in  the  dam,  in  the 
event  the  State  comes  into  the  project. 

5.  Because  of  the  sharing  of  the  cost  of  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  and 
other  joint-use  facilities,  it  is  estimated  that  the  cost  to  the  United  States 
of  the  San  Luis  unit  will  be  reduced  to  something  like  $230  or  $240  million 
because  of  the  State’s  assumption  of  its  share. 

6.  The  best  engineering  advice  that  can  be  gotten  is  that  enlargement  of  the 
San  Luis  Canal  to  accommodate  the  State’s  Feather  River  project  would  be  in¬ 
feasible.  Therefore,  the  permissive  language  that  the  Secretary  may  construct 
joint-use  facilities,  other  than  the  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir,  should  be 
construed  to  authorize  the  Secretary  to  act  as  the  constructing  agent  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  State  project.  The  permissive  “may”,  in  this  connection, 
is  interpreted  to  mean  just  that.  In  other  words,  a  second  canal  as  a  part 
of  the  State  project  would  be  constructed  only  if  the  State  put  up  the  money 
for  that  purpose. 

In  reviewing  the  transcript  and  the  Domimy  letter  of  March  19,  as  well  as 
checking  personally  with  reclamation  personnel,  I  am  convinced  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  to  section  1  fully  safeguard  the  maximum  authorization  of  $290,430,000 
for  the  construction  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  as  a  maximum,  and  that  any 
departures  or  substantial  modifications  of  the  construction  items  listed  will 
require  congressional  authorization  or  approval. 

In  other  words,  the  suggestion  that  the  project  might  involve  a  Federal  ex¬ 
penditure  upward  of  $400  million  or  so  has  been  eliminated  by  the  modifying 
amendments  in  the  committee  print,  supplemented  by  the  explanations  I  have 
summarized  in  this  memorandum. 

Goodrich  W.  Lineweaver. 

Senator  Anderson.  A  telegram  dated  March  16,  1959,  signed  by 
Paul  S.  Taylor,  of  Berkeley,  Calif.,  will  be  placed  in  the  record  at 
this  point. 
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(The  telegram  referred  to  follows:) 

Berkeley,  Calif.,  March  16,  1959. 

Senator  Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  Subcommittee, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Am  forwarding  promptly  a  statement  opposing  restriction  of  Warren  Recla¬ 
mation  Act  of  1911  as  proposed  in  San  Luis  project  bill  H.R.  301  and  favoring 
Federal  construction  of  entire  project.  Please  hold  record  open  briefly  to  permit 
statements  inclusion  in  printed  hearings.  Regret  cannot  come  to  Washington 
to  appear  personally. 

Paul  S.  Taylor. 


(See  appendix  for  the  statement  submitted  by  Mr.  Taylor.) 

Senator  Anderson.  That  will  conclude  the  hearings  for  today. 
(Whereupon,  at  5:05  p.m.  the  committee  was  recessed  subject  to 
call  of  the  chairman.) 

Senator  Anderson.  I  declare  this  hearing  recessed,  subject  to  the 
call  of  the  Chair. 
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TUESDAY,  MARCH  24,  1959 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

W as  king  ton,  D.C. 

(By  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 
in  executive  session  on  March  24,  1959,  the  following  colloquy  in 
connection  with  the  consideration  of  S.  44  is  made  a  part  of  the 
public  record  of  committee  action  in  reporting  favorably  on  the 
measure:) 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  3110,  New 
Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  James  E.  Murray  (chairman)  pre¬ 
siding. 

Present:  Senators  Murray,  Anderson,  O’Mahoney,  Bible,  Neu- 
berger,  Carroll,  Church,  Moss,  Kuchel,  Allott,  and  Martin. 

Also  present :  Richard  L.  Callaghan,  staff  director ;  Stewart  French, 
chief  counsel;  James  H.  Gamble  and  Goodrich  W.  Lineweaver,  staff 
members. 

The  Chairman.  The  meeting  will  come  to  order,  please. 

•{C  j|»  jp  ^ 

Senator  Anderson.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  come  to  a  third  bill 
which  is  S.  44,  to  authorize  the  San  Luis  unit,  Central  Valley  project, 
California.  I  guess  we  should  allow  Senator  Kuchel  to  speak  about  it. 

I  do  want  to  say  for  myself  that  the  San  Luis  unit  is  one  which 
I  had  the  privilege  of  carefully  inspecting  because  it  involved  a  total 
of  $290  million  as  a  Federal  undertaking  alone,  and,  if  combined  with 
the  State  project,  involved  a  total  of  $480  million.  I  thought  a  project 
that  ran  nearly  half  a  billion  dollars  was  one  I  wanted  to  see  myself, 
if  I  could  do  so. 

I  have  been  not  only  all  over  the  area  where  the  canals  are  to  be 
constructed,  but  I  have  gone  to  the  Tracy  pumping  plant.  I  have 
followed  the  Delta-Mendota  Canal  up  to  the  spot  where  water  will 
be  taken  from  it  and  put  into  a  lift  that  would  raise  it  up  into  the 
San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir.  I  have  flown  around  the  area  of  the 
San  Luis  Reservoir  and  then  returned  and  followed  the  canal  line 
on  down  into  the  area  which  would  eventually  take  the  water  probably 
down  to  Los  Angeles  if  the  large  State  project  is  constructed,  or  per¬ 
haps  into  the  Kern  County  area  or  something  of  that  nature. 

But  at  least  I  can  say  I  have  been  over  the  project.  I  want  to  put 
into  the  record  that  I  endorse  the  project  strongly,  that  I  completely 
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endorse  this  bill,  and  that  I  hope  it  may  be  reported  to  the  Senate  as 
unanimously  by  this  committee  this  year  as  it  was  last  year. 

It  passed  the  Senate  last  year  after  some  discussion.  It  is  a  better 
project  this  year  than  it  was  last  year  because  every  year  you  delay 
the  construction  of  works  of  this  nature,  the  more  desperate  the  situa¬ 
tion  becomes  as  to  certain  additional  works  that  may  be  constructed 
in  the  future. 

I  am  referring,  for  example,  to  the  groups  who  were  represented 
here. 

It  is  a  strange  thing  for  a  person  like  me  from  an  area  that  is  devoid 
of  water  in  certain  spots  to  find  a  State  like  California  that  has  got  too 
much  of  it  in  spots.  Under  this  situation,  it  needs  to  bring  the  water 
up  and  put  it  into  a  large  reservoir  and  then  possibly  take  it  out  of 
the  other  end  of  that  reservoir  and  pour  it  down  into  another  area  for 
use  on  the  lands  that  are  involved  in  that  irrigation  project. 

This  is  a  sample  of  intelligent  planning  on  the  part  of  the  Federal 
Government  plus,  I  think,  good  planning  on  the  part  of  the  State  of 
California. 

I  use  the  word  “good”  only  because  California  has  not  yet  com¬ 
pletely  joined  in  this  San  Luis  project.  When  it  does  and  takes  its 
share  of  it,  I  think  it  will  be  an  extremely  fine  project. 

I  am  happy,  of  course,  to  yield  to  my  good  friend  from  California 
who,  with  Senator  Engle,  has  worked  hard  to  bring  out  a  bill  on 
which  the  State  of  California  finds  itself  in  general  agreement. 

I  would  like  the  record  to  show  that,  as  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  on  irrigation  and  reclamation,  I  would  commend  the  two 
California  Senators  who  put  in  a  lot  of  time  on  this  bill,  and  helped  us 
by  avoiding  a  fight  over  the  distribution  of  this  water  by  putting  in 
language  that  I  think  is  satisfactory  to  all  concerned. 

Senator  Kuchel,  I  am  glad  to  give  you  the  floor. 

Senator  Ivuchel.  Once  again  I  am  grateful  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  for  the  monumental  assistance  he  has 
given  to  the  people  of  California  in  an  attempt  to  make  progress  and 
to  solve  this  continuing  basic  problem  of  water. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  wonder  if  I  could  be  excused  because  there 
may  be  discussion  of  the  amendments  and  I  would  like  to  be  reported, 
Mr.  Chairman,  as  voting  in  favor  of  all  these  amendments.  I  hope 
that  there  will  go  into  the  record  this  language  with  an  explanation 
of  why  it  is  going  in,  and  I  would  like  very  much  to  be  recorded  as 
voting  in  favor  of  the  bill,  if  I  may,  on  the  final  report. 

Mr.  Lineweaver.  You  mean  the  amendments  in  the  committee 
print  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  Yes. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  And  no  others? 

Senator  Anderson.  No  others. 

I  think,  for  the  record,  I  had  better  say  what  my  problem  has  been. 

I  would  like  to  see  the  project  developed  so  that  the  State  can  join 
with  it.  Therefore,  I  would  like  to  see  the  dam,  when  the  first  con¬ 
struction  is  done  on  it,  built  so  it  later  coidd  fit  into  the  State  rdan  and 
the  reservoir  have  a  capacity  of  2,100,000  acre-feet  of  storage  rather 
than  1  million  acre-feet  of  storage  as  planned  for  the  San  Luis  unit 
alone.  But  I  would  not  want  to  commit  the  Federal  Government  to 
build  a  big  dam  unless  the  State  of  California  was  going  to  put  up 
its  share. 
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Senator  O’Mahoney.  Are  those  figures  to  be  in  the  report? 

Senator  Anderson.  The  report  is  going  to  be  worked  out  to  show 
that  the  bill  authorizes  a  $290  million  project,  which  includes  $10,800,- 
000  for  the  basis  for  enlargement  of  the  foundations  and  footings  for 
the  dam.  That  is  what  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  recommended, 
and  that  is  what  I  think  this  committee  would  be  wise  to  do. 

There  is  no  disagreement  between  Senator  Ivuchel  and  myself. 
The  only  misunderstanding  was  as  to  language.  I  believe  the  best  way 
to  clarify  the  language  is  by  the  report. 

I  might  say  to  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  I  hope  he  takes  a  good 
look  at  the  report,  too,  because  it  is  going  to  be  shown  by  Senator 
Kuchel  to  Senator  Allott.  I  made  a  commitment  to  Senator  Allott 
that  he  would  have  a  chance  to  look  at  the  language.  It  is  going  to  be 
seen  by  Senator  Bible,  and  I  would  be  very  happy  if  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  would  take  a  look  at  it  also. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  I  notice  that  on  page  2,  lines  17  and  18,  the 
\  amendment  contains  the  alternative  language  which  was  suggested  by 
)  Senator  Kuchel  at  the  last  meeting  when  this  was  discussed,  by  sub¬ 
stituting  for  “the  joint-use  facilities”  the  words — 

the  joint-use  facilities  consisting  of  the  dam  and  reservoir  shall  be  constructed 
and  its  joint-use  facilities  may  be  constructed  so  as  to  permit  future  expansion. 

That  seems  to  meet  all  the  objections  that  were  raised  at  that  time. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  surely  appreciate  that  statement  from  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  But  I  notice  this  is  the  Committee  Print  No. 
1.  The  print  we  had  at  our  last  meeting  showed  amendments.  So  is 
this  not  Committee  Print  No.  2  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  This  is  the  same  text,  I  think. 

Senator  Ivuchel.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  also  my  good 
friend  the  able  senior  Senator  from  Wyoming  for  participating  in  the 
hearings  and  in  helping  to  eliminate  the  question  which  arose  when 
we  did  have  the  hearings  a  couple  of  weeks  ago. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill,  in  effect,  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project. 
That  unit  to  become  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project, 
which  is  a  Federal  reclamation  project  operating  in  the  two  great 
j  1  valleys  of  California.  Meanwhile,  the  people  of  the  State,  through 
'  their  State  government,  have  gone  forward  in  the  development  of 
plans  for  a  series  of  water  projects  to  be  developed  and  built  by  the 
State  to  bring  supplemental  water  to  those  areas  which  need  it  by 
reason  of  the  tremendous  increase  in  population  in  my  State. 

The  State  water  plan,  as  conceived  by  the  State  government,  is  an 
$11  billion  undertaking.  A  portion  of  the  State  water  plan  is  termed 
the  Feather  River  project.  In  a  word,  a  State  project  by  which 
supplemental  northern  water  would  be  transported  over  the  mountains 
or  around  the  coastline  of  Santa  Barbara  and  Ventura  Counties  into 
all  the  areas  of  southern  California,  to  be  used  in  the  main,  of  course, 
for  supplying  supplemental  water  for  people  and  for  industry  as  well 
as  for  agriculture. 

These  two  great  projects,  one  a  Federal  project  and  one  a  State 
project,  would  cross  at  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  site.  Here  is  one  in¬ 
stance  where  the  Supreme  Being  saw  fit  to  place  in  the  mountains  at 
San  Luis  an  admirable  site  for  a  storage  reservoir. 
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Thus,  working  together,  the  people  representing  the  State  and  the 
people  representing  the  Federal  Government  conceived  the  idea  of  an 
integrated  reservoir  which  would  supply  storage  needs  for  both  the 
Federal  reclamation  project  and  the  State  project. 

Thus,  as  has  been  previously  suggested  by  the  Senators  from  New 
Mexico  and  Wyoming,  this  legislation  would  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  construct  a  dam  of  the  size  necessary  for  the  Federal 
project  but  upon  a  foundation  large  enough  and  strong  enough  to 
permit  subsequent  enlargement  so  that  the  State,  paying  for  that 
enlargement,  would  be  able  to  utilize  the  storage  reservoir  as  a  part 
of  the  Feather  River  project  when  it  comes  into  being. 

Senator  Bible.  What  is  the  date  by  which  they  must  meet  that 
agreement  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  bill  provides  that  the  agreement  must  be 
reached  by  the  first  day  of  January  1962.  In  the  interim  period  of 
time  a  general  election  will  have  been  held.  The  State  legislature 
now  is  in  its  general  session. 

The  Governor  of  California,  appearing  and  testifying  in  favor 
of  the  legislation  here  before  us,  indicated  that  he  had  complete  op¬ 
timism  that  the  legislature  would  proceed  with  the  required  State 
legislation  to  implement  this  bill.  Beyond  that  he  expects  the  State  to 
pass  such  legislation  as  would  require  the  people’s  approval  to  raise 
those  moneys  by  a  bond  issue  which  would  be  necessary  to  carry  on 
the  Feather  River  project. 

In  connection  with  the  statement  I  made  just  a  moment  ago  about 
the  Secretary’s  authority  to  construct  this  dam  and  to  construct  it  in 
a  fashion  to  permit  subsequent  enlargement,  I  would  like  to  read  the 
letter  of  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Aandalil,  which  was  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  committee  at  the  committee’s  request : 

Dear  Senator  Anderson  :  The  language  of  Committee  Print  No.  1  on  S.  44 
in  lines  17-20,  page  2,  provides  that  the  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  shall  be 
constructed  so  as  to  permit  future  expansion.  We  assume  this  language  applies 
to  enlargement  to  accommodate  the  State  plan  rather  than  an  enlarged  Federal 
project. 

I  am  informed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  I  agree,  that  in  the  event 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  so  constructs  the  San  Luis  Dam,  the  provisions  to 
permit  future  expansion  will  be  generally  as  follows : 

1.  Installation  of  outlet  works  in  the  initial  structure  of  sufficient  capacity 
to  accommodate  ultimate  use ; 

2.  Acquisition  of  lands  and  rights-of-way  to  elevations  ample  to  accom¬ 
modate  the  2,100,000  acre-foot  reservoir ;  and 

3.  Construction  of  those  elements  of  the  dam,  such  as  the  cutoff  trench 
and  the  impervious  core  that  would  be  extremely  difficult  and  costly  to 
modify  later,  to  specifications  that  would  serve  the  larger  dam  structure. 

I  am  advised  further  by  the  Bureau  that  if  provision  were  to  be  made  for 
enlargement  the  main  structure  would  not  be  constructed  initially  to  the  base 
width  necessary  for  the  higher  dam.  Several  minor  saddle  dams  would  also  be 
involved  in  construction  of  a  1  million  acre-foot  reservoir.  These  would  be  con¬ 
structed  in  the  most  economical  manner  to  permit  their  later  enlargement. 

I  want,  of  course,  that  that  be  made  a  part  of  the  report  at  this  point 
so  that  the  intent  by  which  this  legislation  would  be  considered  here 
and,  I  hope  in  the  Congress  generally,  would  be  clear  and  unmistakable. 

The  bill  thus  provides  for  a  contract  to  be  entered  into  with  the 
State  under  which  the  dam  to  a  capacity  of  2,100,000  acre-feet  would 
be  constructed.  It  provides  for  the  transfer  of  title  of  the  necessary 
real  property  interests  from  the  State  to  the  Federal  Government, 
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and  it  has  adequate  and  reasonable  provision  for  operation  of  the 
reservoir. 

This,  Mr.  Chairman,  represents,  I  think,  an  admirable  type  of 
cooperation  between  the  two  levels  of  government,  Federal  and  State. 
It  provides  for  an  equitable  cost-sharing  between  them.  It  also  pro¬ 
vides  that  if  the  State  were  to  be  unable  to  come  into  any  agreement, 
then  the  Secretary,  as  a  Federal  project  alone,  would  commence  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project,  but  in  no  event  should  such  construction 
commence  until  90  days  after  the  Secretary  has  reported  to  the 
Congress. 

This  legislation  has  been  approved  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  the  Budget  Bureau,  the  Governor  of  California  and,  in 
essence,  by  this  committee  and  by  the  Senate  last  year. 

I  want  to  say  very  frankly  that,  in  my  judgment,  the  reason  that 
this  long  overdue  legislation  has  not  previously  been  written  into 
law  by  the  Congress  has  been  because  of  a  sectional  dispute,  sometimes 
bitter,  between  people  in  the  north  of  my  State  and  people  in  the  south. 
But  I  am  delighted  to  tell  you  that,  as  a  result  of  a  series  of  confer¬ 
ences  in  which  I  participated  last  week  or  the  week  before  last,  the 
people  representing  the  various  sections  of  the  State  have  agreed  to 
urge,  on  a  unanimous  basis,  favorable  consideration  of  this  legislation 
by  the  Congress. 

Two  more  things  ought  to  be  mentioned. 

An  amendment  was  proposed  by  both  the  Senators  from  California, 
which  is  in  the  bill  now  before  us,  to  make  crystal-clear  that  reclama¬ 
tion  law  will  apply  to  all  waters  flowing  from  San  Luis  Dam  which 
serve  the  Federal  Central  Valley  project,  and,  further,  that  State 
law  and  State  law  alone  shall  govern  the  use  to  which  the  waters 
may  be  put  which  flow  from  the  San  Luis  Dam  into  the  State  system. 

One  more  thing. 

As  Senator  Anderson  suggested,  the  bill  also  authorizes  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  provide  supplemental  water  service  to  the  lands  and  munici¬ 
palities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey 
Counties. 

I  recall  with  pleasure  that  my  friend  from  Idaho,  the  able  junior 
Senator  from  that  State,  matriculated  at  Stanford.  That  area,  he 
will  recall,  is  in  exceedingly  dire  straits  now  from  the  standpoint  of 
supplemental  water,  and  this  would  recognize  that  responsibility.  It 
would  further  provide,  however,  that  no  construction  of  such  addi¬ 
tional  facilities  should  be  undertaken  until  feasibility  has  been  deter¬ 
mined,  and,  beyond  that,  that  the  Governor  of  California  shall  have 
notified  the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  the  State  approves  such 
works  of  construction. 

Aside  from  those  amendments  which  I  have  commented  on,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  balance  of  the  amendments,  I  think  I  may  say  in  all 
truthfulness,  are  technical  in  character  where  they  differ  from  the  bill 
as  it  was  approved  last  year. 

Senator  Bible.  The  overall  cost  of  the  project  is  $290  million.  Is 
that  correct  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  overall  cost  to  the  Federal  Government 
would  be  approximately  $290  million,  and  that  would  be  the  ceiling 
which  would  be  placed  on  this  present  legislation. 

Senator  Bible.  Does  that  include  the  larger  cost  for  the  footings  ? 
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Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  it  does. 

Senator  Bible.  That  is  an  additional  $10  million,  the  footings  for 
a  larger  dam  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  in  round  figures.  $10,814,000;  almost  $11 
million  for  the  footings  and  other  facilities  of  the  dam. 

Mr.  Lineweaver.  Senator  Kuchel,  you  may  desire  to  state  that 
should  the  State  and  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Reclamation  work  out  this 
joint  contract,  the  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  would  probably  be 
reduced  to  $250  million. 

Senator  Kuchel.  And  is  that  included  in  your  memorandum  of 
yesterday,  Goodrich  ? 

Mr.  Lineweaver.  No,  sir;  but  it  was  stated  at  the  hearing. 

Senator  Kuchel.  By  the  Department  of  the  Interior  ? 

Mr.  Lineweaver.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  that  is  important,  and  I  thank  you  for  it. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  May  I  ask  you,  Senator,  if  this  letter  of  Sec¬ 
retary  Aandahl,  dated  March  24,  1959,  which  you  have  just  read  into 
the  record,  was  written  on  the  basis  of  this  document  which  we  call  I 
Committee  Print  No.  1?  This  is  the  precise  one  that  he  had  before 
him? 

The  reason  I  ask  that  question  is  because  in  the  opening  sentence 
it  is  not  altogether  clear  that  he  is  referring  to  this  specific  amend¬ 
ment. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  will  answer  that,  Senator,  unequivocally.  That 
is,  however,  the  fact. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  That  is  what  I  thought. 

Then  it  is  your  understanding  that  these  subparagraphs  in  Secre¬ 
tary  Aandahl’s  letter,  labeled  “1,  2,  and  3,”  constitute  the  type  of  dam 
and  reservoir  construction  which  is  meant  by  the  amendatory  lan¬ 
guage  “the  joint-use  facilities  consisting  of  the  dam  and  reservoir 
shall  be  constructed”  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  It  is,  without  any  reservation  at  all. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  And  then  I  notice  from  the  remaining  phrase 
of  that  opening  part,  the  new  sentence  reads  as  follows :  “and  other 
joint-use  facilities  may  be  constructed  so  as  to  *  * 

Now  the  use  of  the  word  “may”  there  has  been  followed  I  assume 
because  the  construction  of  these  other  joint-use  facilities  is  dependent  | 
upon  the  agreement  with  the  State. 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  senator  is  correct. 

Senator  O’Maiioney.  Then  in  line  23  of  page  2  there  is  amenda¬ 
tory  language  consisting  of  the  words  “or  the  joint-use  facilities”, 
and  it  says : 

or  the  joint-use  facilities  shall  be  constructed  initially  to  the  capacities  neces¬ 
sary  to  serve  both  the  Federal  San  Luis  Unit  service  area  and  the  State’s  service 
area  as  hereinafter  provided. 

The  words  “hereinafter  provided”  are  amendatory  words? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  indeed. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  And  that,  likewise,  is  intended  to  make  it 
clear  that  the  obligation  of  the  Federal  Government  to  build  these 
additional  joint-use  facilities  is  dependent  on  the  agreement  with  the 

Senator  Kuchel.  Precisely. 
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Senator  O’Mahoney.  Then  on  page  4  there  is  no  amendment,  but 
there  is  a  proviso  beginning  in  line  19  which  reads  as  follows: 

Provided,  That,  if  the  Secretary  so  determines — 
that  is  to  say  that  he  determines  that  the  prospects  for  agreement 
with  the  State  are  not  reasonably  firm — 

he  shall  report  thereon  to  the  Congress  and  shall  not  commence  construction  for 
90  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  his  report  (which  90  days,  however,  shall  not 
include  days  on  which  either  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  is  not 
in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  3  days). 

There  appears  to  be  no  language  to  indicate  why  that  90-day 
calendar  period  is  provided.  Is  it  the  intention  to  give  to  Congress 
90  days  in  which  to  reexamine  the  matter  and  the  failure  of  the  State 
to  enter  into  a  joint  contract? 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  will  say  yes,  but  I  will  say  more  than  that. 

This  is,  without  any  question  of  a  doubt,  an  authorization  for  the 
construction  of  the  San  Luis  Unit  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Central 
Valley  project.  It  is  the  hope  and  it  is  the  belief  of  those  who  sponsor 
the  bill  that  the  State  will  join  in  the  development,  and  that  the  San 
Luis  will  be  an  integrated  reservoir  of  twice  the  capacity  which  the 
Federal  construction  loan  would  envisage. 

The  90-day  provision  was  added  a  year  ago  in  an  attempt  to  indi¬ 
cate  to  the  people  in  the  House  of  Representatives  the  desire  on  the 
part  of  the  sponsors  of  this  legislation  in  the  Senate  a  fairness  in  which 
that  additional  period  would  be  given  for  any  activity  by  Congress 
which  Congress  might  deem  appropriate. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Would  that  include  a  decision  not  to  proceed 
because  the  State  had  not  made  the  contract  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  By  repeal  legislation,  yes,  sir. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  In  other  words,  that  is  the  intention  of  it  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Precisely. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  And  on  page  5,  line  16  of  Committee  Print 
No.  1,  the  word  “it”  refers  to  the  State,  does  it  not?  [Reading:] 

*  *  *  it  shall  have  an  irrevocable  right  to  enlarge  or  modify  such  facilities 

at  any  time  *  *  *. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  sir.  . 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Then  why  is  the  word  “unduly”  inserted  in 
line  21  ? 

Provided,  That  the  performance  of  such  work  by  the  State,  after  approval 
of  its  plans  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  so  carried  on  as  not  to  interfere  unduly 
with  the  operation  *  *  *. 

That  is  an  amendment,  that  word  “unduly”  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  and  I  think  that  was  recommended  so  that, 
while  it  is  clear,  I  think,  that  any  such  performance  of  work  would 
to  some  extent,  however  minor,  interfere  with  the  operation,  that  it 
was  not  that  minor  interference  which  the  Congress  wished  to  dis¬ 
regard,  but,  rather -  . 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Do  you  have  a  statement  to  that  effect  in  the 

report? 

Senator  Kuchel.  At  this  point,  Mr.  Lineweaver,  may  I  suggest,  so 
there  will  be  no  misunderstanding,  in  answer  to  the  question  of  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming,  that  we  indicate  why  the  word  “unduly  on 
page  5,  line  21,  was  put  in  there  along  the  lines  indicated. 
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Mr.  Lineweaver.  Yes,  sir.  The  word  “unduly”  was  suggested  in 
order  to  protect  the  Federal  operations. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Thank  you  very  much,  Senator. 

Senator  Church.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say  it  was  mj 
pleasure  to  sit  in  on  the  meeting  of  the  subcommittee  at  the  time  this 
project  was  explored  last  week,  to  hear  the  many  witnesses  that  the 
State  of  California  brought  to  Washington  to  testify.  I  was  very 
much  impressed  at  the  time  with  the  excellence  of  the  project,  with 
the  example  it  gives  of  the  possibility  of  effective  collaboration  be¬ 
tween  the  State  government  and  the  Federal  Government,  and  also 
with  the  probing  questions  that  were  addressed  to  the  text  of  the  bill 
by  the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Wyoming.  I  think  he 
rendered  a  very  real  service  in  strengthening  the  language,  in  clari- 
fying  points  that  were  obscure  and  subject  to  serious  question,  and 
that  his  work  is  reflected  in  the  final  text  as  it  appears  before  the  whole 
committee  today. 

I  commend  him  for  that  and  also  the  senior  Senator  from  California 
for  the  excellent  summation  he  has  given  the  committee. 

I  think  it  is  a  very  worthy  project,  and  I  would  like  to  move  that 
the  committee  report  it  out  favorably. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  gratefully  appreciate  what  my  friend  has  said, 
and  I  want  to  join  with  him  in  his  comments  with  respect  to  my  friend 
from  Wyoming  because  he  did  perform  an  invaluable  service.  Be¬ 
yond  that  let  me  say  this  is  an  example,  I  think,  of  where  partnership 
between  two  public  agencies  represents  a  real  opportunity  for  progress 
and  a  real  example  which  I  hope  will  be  followed  in  other  instances. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  I  think  it  stands  a  very,  very  fine  chance  of  es¬ 
tablishing  a  very  fine  precedent. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Once  again  I  thank  my  friend  from  Wyoming. 

Let  me  second  the  motion,  and,  in  doing  so,  sav  that  I  look  forward 
to  the  help  of  you  gentlemen  on  the  floor.  The  bill  did  pass  a  year  ago. 
I  would  like  to  see  it  pass  again,  and  then,  more  important,  I  would  like 
and  hope  that  this  time  it  might  pass  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Senator  Carroll.  Just  one  question,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Church  mentioned  the  hearings  of  last  week  or  the  week 
before. 

Is  there  ample  testimony  in  the  record,  in  our  reports?  This  is  a 
large  sum  of  money,  and  I  think  it  would  be  wise  for  us  to  have  the  tes¬ 
timony  of  last  week,  or,  if  necessary,  incorporate  the  testimony  from 
other  hearings. 

Do  you  think  there  is  adequate  testimony  in  the  testimony  now  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  I  do,  although  we  have  copies  of  the  hearings 
of  last  year  available  which  were  incorporated  in  our  proceedings  by 
reference.  I  think  a  fairly  clear  picture  was  developed  in  our  hear¬ 
ings  this  year. 

Mr.  Lineweaver.  May  I  just,  for  Senator  Carroll’s  information,  say 
that  the  previous  hearings — last  year  and  the  year  before — were  in¬ 
corporated  in  the  record  last  week  by  reference,  so  that  the  committee 
has  the  complete  story. 

Senator  Kuchel.  May  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  in  the  report 
of  S.  44  there  be  included  the  colloquy  which  occurred  this  morning 
between  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming, 
the  Senator  from  Idaho,  the  Senator  from  Colorado,  and  the  Senator 
from  California  ? 
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The  Chairman.  It  is  so  ordered. 

You  have  heard  the  motion.  Those  in  favor  of  reporting  S.  44 
signify  by  saying  “Aye”  ? 

Opposed  ? 

The  ayes  have  it,  and  it  is  reported  unanimously  with  the  amend¬ 
ments. 

Senator  Kuchel  will  make  the  report. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand  that  the  request 
of  the  Senator  from  California  for  inclusion  in  the  report  covers  the 
interrogation  of  the  Senator  by  me  also  ? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Oh,  yes ;  let  us  be  a  little  liberal  on  that. 

The  Chairman.  The  entire  colloquy  will  be  printed  as  an  appendix 
to  the  report  on  S.  44. 

(Whereupon,  at  11:55  a.m.,  the  committee  recessed  subject  to  the 
call  of  the  Chair.) 
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APPENDIX 


Statement  of  the  California  Farm  Research  and  Legislative  Committee 

on  S.  44 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee  and  the  full  committee,  once 
again  our  committee  urges  upon  you  the  claims  of  the  people  of  California  for 
immediate  authorization  of  the  San  Luis  project  and  related  works  in  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  of  California  as  generally  set  forth  in  S.  44  (Kuchel  and  Engle). 

We  likewise  support  amendments  which  may  be  offered  to  provide  water  from 
the  San  Luis  project  through  the  Pacheco  Tunnel  for  lands  and  municipalities 
in  Monterey,  San  Benito,  Santa  Clara,  and  Santa  Cruz  Counties  following  feasi¬ 
bility  studies,  review  of  the  feasibility  report  by  the  State  of  California  with 
approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

During  the  year  which  has  elapsed  since  we  supported  measures  you  had 
under  consideration  for  a  San  Luis  project,  California  has  taken  a  giant  step 
toward  the  goal  of  meeting  its  water  needs. 

At  the  request  of  Gov.  Edmund  G.  Brown,  the  State  assembly  has 
committed  the  State  investment  fund  to  development  of  the  State’s  water  re¬ 
sources,  and  there  is  little  doubt  that  the  Senate  will  follow  the  lead  of  the  lower 
house. 

Such  action  must  assure  you  that  California  is  united  in  its  determination  to 
join  in  the  San  Luis  project  at  the  earliest  possible  date.  The  moneys  in  the 
fund  may  be  spent  for  investigations,  site  acquisitions,  or  construction  of  any 
of  the  project’s  features. 

(In  this  connection  we  believe  that  sec.  3  of  the  bill  should  spell  out  more  con¬ 
cretely  terms  for  giving  credit  to  the  State  for  any  expenditures  which  would  be 
normally  made  by  the  United  States  not  only  for  joint  use  facilities,  but  also  for 
specifically  Federal  facilities,  either  nonreimbursable  or  reimbursable  by  water 
or  power  users,  in  order  that  the  water  development  fund  may  remain  as  “seed 
money”  for  future  projects.) 

Your  immediate  favorable  action  upon  S.  44  will  make  it  possible  to  start  con¬ 
struction  of  facilities  which  are  desperately  needed  for  water-short  farmlands 
and  water-short  cities. 

Collateral  action  essential  to  assure  that  the  San  Luis  project  may  be  operated 
at  the  lowest  possible  cost  is  construction  of  the  power  features  at  Trinity  Dam 
and  appurtenant  works  by  the  United  States.  We,  therefore,  further,  urge  upon 
you  the  necessity  of  opposing  any  partnership  proposals  in  relation  to  the  Trinity 
project. 

In  our  support  of  S.  44,  may  we  restate  our  historical  position  that  we  have 
continuously  called  for  a  federally  constructed  San  Luis  project  fully  integrated 
with  all  existing  and  future  phases  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  including  the 
Trinity  River  division,  and  to  be  operated  in  accordance  with  the  public  power, 
acreage  limitation,  and  antispeculation  provisions  of  reclamation  law. 

At  a  legislative  conference  called  under  our  auspices  in  Sacramento  on 
February  13,  1959,  a  resolution  drafted  by  us  was  unanimously  adopted,  which 
took  into  consideration  the  new  developments  in  California’s  water  program 
posed  by  Governor  Brown’s  water  message.  In  this  statement,  copy  of  which  is 
inclosed,  we  stated  in  part : 

“We  concur  in  the  Governor’s  belief  that  the  Federal  Government  should  be 
asked  and  that  it  will  continue  to  finance  western  projects  designed  for  naviga¬ 
tion.  flood  control,  and  irrigation. 

“We  maintain,  however,  that  to  insure  maximum  Federal  aid  it  is  essential  to 
write  into  State  law  the  same  antispeculation  and  public  power  preference  pro¬ 
visions  now  operating  in  Federal  law.  There  is  ample  precedent  for  enactment 
of  these  safeguards  since  the  State  constitution  contains  a  provision  for  a  320- 
acre  limit  on  State  land  grants  (art.  XVIII,  sec.  2)  and  the  people  of  California 
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voted  for  public  power  preference  in  the  California  Central  Valley  project 
referendum  of  1933.  *  *  *  ” 

We  fully  believe  that  any  inconsistences  between  Federal  and  State  safeguards 
will  be  resolved  by  the  State  of  California  in  favor  of  conformity  with  Federal 
practices  as  we  cannot  conceive  that  the  people  of  California  would  allow  a 
more  expensive,  less  beneficial  State  San  Luis  project  to  exist  side  by  side  with 
a  less  expensive,  more  beneficial  Federal  San  Luis  project. 

Mrs.  Gbace  McDonald,  Executive  Secretary. 


Draft  Resolution  on  Gov.  Edmund  G.  Brown’s  Water  Message 

We  hail  the  Governor’s  water  message  as  a  step  toward  integration  of  all 
local,  State,  and  Federal  water  and  hydroelectric  projects  into  a  unified  system 
which  will  conserve  hundreds  of  thousands  of  acre-feet  of  water  and  millions  of 
kilowatts  of  electricity  which  otherwise  would  be  wasted. 

Entry  of  the  State  of  California  into  the  field  of  water  development  and  con¬ 
servation  should  end  once  and  for  all  uncoordinated  piecemeal  approaches  and 
assure  every  section  of  the  State  the  water  it  needs. 

The  Governor’s  water  message  for  the  first  time  offers  a  realistic  framework 
for  full,  basinwide  development  of  the  State’s  water  resources  in  cooperation 
with  the  Federal  Government  in  accordance  with  comprehensive,  integrated 
plans  which  assure  maximum  soil  and  forest  conservation,  flood  control,  recla¬ 
mation,  and  irrigation  of  land,  improvement  of  navigation,  abatement  of  pollu¬ 
tion,  adequate  municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies,  protection  of  fish  and 
wildlife,  expansion  of  recreational  facilities,  and  production  of  power  for  proj¬ 
ect  pumping  and  transmission  to  public  agencies. 

Governor  Brown’s  further  vision  in  proposing  to  place  California  into  a  West¬ 
ern  States  power  grid  offers  a  solution  to  the  State’s  water  transportation  power 
requirements  as  well  as  to  adequate  supplies  of  power  for  municipal,  agricultural, 
and  industrial  use  while  providing  revenues  for  surplus  Northwest  power. 

The  Governor’s  water  plan  should  be  implemented  to  bring  State  law  into 
conformity  with  provisions  of  Federal  reclamation  law  (1)  to  give  public  bodies 
priority  in  the  purchase  of  publicly  generated  power,  and  (2)  to  limit  acreage 
served  by  project  water  to  an  individual  ownership  of  160  acres  or  320  acres 
to  husband  and  wife.  This  limitation  acts  as  a  deterrent  to  speculators  and 
to  land  monopoly,  protects  the  family  farm,  and  allows  maximum  participation 
in  project  benefits  by  veterans  and  others  who  wish  to  make  farming  a  way  of 
life. 

Without  such  State  safeguards,  the  way  is  left  open  for  land  speculation  and 
undue  enrichment  of  private  power,  real  estate,  and  corporate  farm  interests 
at  the  expense  of  the  State’s  taxpayers. 

The  Governor  recognizes  that  the  core  of  our  problem  is  distribution  and  not 
lack  of  water.  He  calls  for  immediate  use  of  the  3.5  million  acre-feet  now 
wasting  to  the  sea  through  San  Francisco  Bay ;  the  place  to  use  it  being  water- 
short  San  Joaquin  lands,  portions  of  the  bay  area,  and  southern  California; 
the  means,  extension  of  the  Delta-Mendota  Canal  and  the  South  Bay  aqueduct 
system. 

For  the  works  that  will  be  needed  to  supply  all  California’s  future  needs,  the 
Governor’s  plan  contemplates  automatic  triggering  of  projects  already  laid  out 
as  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project  and  supplementary  features  of  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  water  plan. 

We  concur  in  the  Governor’s  belief  that  the  Federal  Government  should  be 
asked,  and  that  it  will  continue  to  finance,  western  projects  designed  for  naviga¬ 
tion,  flood  control,  and  irrigation. 

We  maintain,  however,  that  to  insure  maximum  Federal  aid  it  is  essential 
to  write  into  State  law  the  same  antispeculation  and  public  power  preference 
provisions  now  operating  in  Federal  law.  There  is  ample  precedent  for  enact¬ 
ment  of  these  safeguards  since  the  State  constitution  contains  a  provision  for 
a  320-acre  limit  on  State  land  grants  (art.  XVIII,  sec.  2)  and  the  people  of 
California  voted  for  public  power  preference  in  the  California  Central  Valley 
project  referendum  of  1933. 

Brown’s  concept  of  charging  for  project  water  at  a  single  utility  rate  for  each 
class  of  users  is  thoroughly  defensible.  There  are  no  longer  any  really  cheap 
damsites  left  anywhere  in  the  State.  Without  public  subvention  and  wide- 
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spread  support,  few  areas  would  be  able  to  build  any  of  the  works  they  require. 
The  should  not  request  additional  benefits  in  the  form  of  cheaper  rates  because 
of  some  accident  of  location. 

We  recommend  acceptance  of  Brown’s  Federal  reclamation  principle  that 
power  revenues  should  be  used  to  assist  irrigationists  to  pay  the  cost  of  water. 
We  specifically  endorse  his  concept  that  public  power  revenues  should  also  sub¬ 
sidize  municipal  and  industrial  water.  Since  an  acre  of  farmland  and  an  acre 
of  city  land  use  about  the  same  amount  of  water,  present  benefits  to  irrigators 
afford  a  sound  and  rational  basis  for  the  future  economic  growth  of  our  State 
which  must  insure  a  better  balanced  distribution  of  population  and  industry. 

We  believe  the  use  of  the  investment  fund  for  water  development  is  sound  if 
it  is  recognized  as  a  revolving  fund  to  be  replenished  by  (1)  reimbursements 
from  the  Federal  Government  wherever  the  State  has  furnished  funds  which 
would  otherwise  be  covered  by  Federal  investment  and  (2)  by  project  revenues 
from  reimbursable  contracts. 

We  commend  the  Governor’s  message  as  a  challenge  to  the  people  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  to  replace  narrow  sectional  differences  with  confident  pioneering  leader¬ 
ship.  We  have  confidence  the  State  legislature  will  recognize  and  meet  the 
challenge. 


California  Farm  Research  and  Legislative  Committee,  Santa  Clara,  Calif. — 
Draft  Resolution  for  Power  Installations,  Trinity  Project 

Whereas  economic  operation  of  the  Trinity  River  division  of  the  Central 
Valley  project  depends  upon  the  construction  of  its  public  power  features  to  coin¬ 
cide  with  the  completion  of  the  Trinity  Dam ;  and 

Whereas  unless  a  start  is  made  during  the  coming  year  on  construction  of 
these  power  features,  including  purchase  of  generators,  the  power  features  of  the 
project  will  not  be  ready  to  operate  when  the  dam  is  completed ;  and 

Whereas  the  President  of  the  United  States  has  failed  to  include  money  for 
needed  power  features  at  the  dam  in  his  1960  budget:  Now,  therefore,  do  we 
urge  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  allocate  the  amounts  currently  needed, 
approximately  $2,500,000,  for  the  construction  and/or  purchase  of  power  features 
of  the  project  in  the  Interior  Department  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1960. 

We  further  commend  Senators  Thomas  Kuchel  and  Clair  Engle,  and  Congress¬ 
men  Clement  Miller,  John  Moss,  Harold  Johnson,  John  McFall,  and  Harlan 
Hagen  for  their  unceasing  fight  to  have  provisions  for  public  power  features 
included  in  the  Interior  Department  budget  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 


Resolution  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  Kern  County,  Calif. 

Section  1.  Whereas : 

(a)  The  continued  advancement  of  the  best  interest  of  the  State  of  California 
and  of  those  areas  to  be  directly  served  or  benefited  by  development  of  the 
Feather  River  project,  the  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  related  water 
delivery  and  other  facilities,  requires  earliest  action  to  construct  these  works  on 
a  basis  fair  and  equitable  to  all  persons  and  agencies  involved  ;  and 

(b)  Federal  legislation  is  now  offered  to  authorize  Federal  construction  of 
the  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  with  opportunity  for  State  use  of  these  facili¬ 
ties  for  the  State  Feather  River  project ; 

Sec.  2.  Now,  therefore,  it  is  hereby 

Resolved  by  the  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  of  Kern,  State  of  California, 
as  follows: 

1.  Upon  the  recommendation  of  the  water  commission  of  the  county  of  Kern 
this  board  of  supervisors  urges  the  inclusion  of  the  following  items  in  the 
presently  offered  San  Luis  legislation  now  pending  before  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States,  to  wit: 

(a)  Construction  to  full  size  for  the  purpose  of  providing  water  to  service 
areas  of  both  the  State  Feather  River  project  and  Federal  San  Luis  unit ; 

(b)  Water  service  to  the  State  Feather  River  project  service  area  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  State  law  and  not  subject  to  the  restrictions  of  Federal  reclamation 
law  * 

(c)  An  alternative-action  date  proposal  which  will  assure  the  State’s  ability 
to  utilize  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  for  the  State  project  and  make  both  the  State 
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and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  party  to  the  Secretary’s  decision  to  proceed  to 
construct  without  a  finalized  executed  agreement ; 

( d )  Permit  the  State  to  set  the  pace  of  construction  if  the  Federal  Government 
for  any  reason  does  not  maintain  a  timely  construction  schedule; 

(e)  Retention  by  the  State  of  title  to  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  and  operation  of  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  and 
other  related  facilities  necessary  to  the  Feather  River  project; 

(/)  Proper  division  of  responsibility  for  operation  and  control  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  joint-use  facilities,  subject  to  requirements  for  coordinated  operation  of  the 
Federal  unit,  joint-use  facilities  and  the  State  project. 


Los  Angeles  Chamber  of  Commerce, 

Los  Angeles,  March  If,  1959. 

Hon.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Senator  from  California, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Kuchel:  With  hearings  scheduled  shortly,  we  wish  to  express 
our  views  concerning  S.  44  relating  to  the  San  Luis  project. 

There  are  two  features  of  this  bill  which,  in  our  opinion,  still  fail  to  meet  the 
best  interests  of  California.  I  think  it  is  generally  recognized  by  now  that  there 
should  be  no  question  that  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  and  some  of  the  related  fa¬ 
cilities  must  be  so  developed  as  to  serve  both  the  Federal  project  and  the  State’s 
Feather  River  project.  While  the  State  program  has  experienced  some  delays 
it  is  nevertheless  underway  and  the  difficulties  in  getting  the  necessary  finances 
and  other  provisions  to  carry  it  forward  expeditiously  have  been  no  greater  than 
those  experienced  in  most  other  projects  of  its  magnitude.  If,  therefore,  the 
San  Luis  facilities  are  to  serve  the  State  there  can  be  no  justification  for  Federal 
legislation  incorporating  a  cutoff  date  when  the  Federal  Government  would  be 
authorized  to  go  it  alone.  The  only  possible  result  would  be  to  place  the  State 
under  pressure  to  meet  such  contractual  terms  as  might  be  dictated  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  at  least  as  far  as  we  can  see.  If  there  is  any  other 
reason  we  would  welcome  knowing  just  what  it  is. 

It  has  been  our  recent  understanding  that  the  State  department  of  water  re¬ 
sources  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  were  working  on  terms  of  a  contract  and 
that  the  contract  would  form  the  basis  of  legislation.  Apparently  these  contract 
negotiations  have  not  made  as  much  progress  as  anticipated.  If  this  is  true  it 
would  indicate  either  one  of  two  procedures. 

(1)  That  both  the  State  department  and  the  Federal  Bureau  be  asked  to  ex¬ 
pedite  negotiations  and  that  legislation  be  withheld  pending  contract  agreement. 
In  this,  of  course,  we  do  not  imply  that  the  Federal  Congress  would  be  bound  by 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  since  it  would  always  have  the  prerogative  of  writings 
its  own  legislation.  It  would  seem,  however,  that  this  method  of  approach  would 
leave  little  doubt  as  to  both  the  interests  of  the  Federal  Government  and  the  State 
being  protected. 

(2)  That  the  Congress  enact  such  legislation  as  would  leave  no  question  as 
to  the  responsibility  for  a  proper  contract  being  agreed  to  prior  to  construction  of 
the  project.  Again  we  wish  to  emphasize  that  the  State  Feather  River  project 
is  of  such  importance  to  a  wide  area  of  California  and  to  so  many  of  its  citizens 
and  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  is  so  much  an  integral  part  of  that  project  that  it  is 
unthinkable  that  the  Federal  Government  would  usurp  it. 

The  other  question  has  to  do  with  the  scope  of  application  of  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  laws.  It  would  seem  obvious  that  Federal  laws  should  apply  to  the  San 
Luis  service  area  and,  equally  so,  that  the  reclamation  laws  not  apply  to  the  State 
project.  The  California  water  code  should  be  the  governing  law  for  the  letter. 
However,  strange  interpretations  have  been  given  to  laws  in  recent  times  and, 
particularly  so,  in  attempts  to  extend  the  jurisdiction  of  Federal  control  of  water 
supplies.  Therefore,  it  is  essential  that  there  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  relative  juris¬ 
dictions  in  connection  with  this  legislation  and  that  there  be  no  loophole  whereby 
it  might  be  argued  that  since  some  of  the  facilities  are  to  be  constructed  for  joint 
use  Federal  reclamation  laws  therefore  apply  to  the  service  areas  of  the  State. 

Congress  is  being  looked  to  for  protection  against  Federal  domination  in  State 
water  matters  and  it  would  be  unfortunate  if  either  knowingly  or  unwittingly 
there  be  enacted  legislation  which  would  penult  the  Federal  Government  to  ex¬ 
tend  its  controls  into  operations  that  should  be  strictly  under  State  jurisdiction. 
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I  can  assure  you  that  the  people  of  southern  California  are  alert  to  this  ques¬ 
tion  and  will  not  take  kindly  to  an  act  that  would  place  our  8  million  people  in 
an  unfavorable  position.  I  think,  too,  that  I  am  safe  in  saying  that  there  are 
many  others  in  California  who  are  concerned  about  the  principles  involved  in 
this  question,  even  though  their  interests  may  not  be  affected  directly  in  this  par¬ 
ticular  instance. 

We  will  appreciate  your  earnest  consideration  of  our  views  and  would  re¬ 
spectfully  ask  that  this  letter  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  hearings  report. 

Cordially, 

J.  E.  Fishburn,  Jr.,  President. 


Valley  Labor  Citizen, 
Fresno,  Calif.,  March  9,  1959. 

Senator  Clinton  Anderson, 

Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Anderson  :  Would  you  please  enter  the  enclosed  editorial  in 
the  record  on  the  upcoming  hearings  on  the  proposed  San  Luis  project. 

Thank  you 

George  Ballis,  Editor. 

[From  the  Valley  Labor  Citizen,  Mar.  6,  1959] 

Barn  Burning  at  San  Luis 

Last  year  at  this  time,  the  Labor  Citizen  was  claiming  that  the  barn  door 
of  antimonopoly  regulations  was  ajar  on  the  proposed  San  Luis  project.  We 
cited  chapter  and  verse  of  the  proposed  legislation.  Pointed  out  how  the  large 
landowners  who  dominate  the  area  would  be  able  to  evade  the  so-called  160- 
acre  limitation  (actually  the  320-acre-plus  limitation).  How  they  would  cap¬ 
ture  a  lion’s  share  of  the  taxpayer-created  benefits.  How  they  would  gain 
greater  and  greater  domination  of  our  politics  and  economy  as  a  result  of  such 
loosely  written  water  legislation. 

In  the  debate  which  followed  the  Citizen’s  position  was  supported  by  Secre¬ 
tary  C.  J.  Haggerty  of  California  Labor  Federation;  Paul  Taylor,  advisor  to 
the  Department  of  Interior  from  1943  to  1952;  Andrew  Biemiller,  legislative 
director  of  AFL-CIO  and  finally  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  by  Senators 
Paul  Douglas  and  Wayne  Morse. 

This  year  essentially  the  same  bill  is  up  for  consideration  once  again.  Senate 
and  House  subcommittees  will  hold  hearings  within  the  next  2  weeks.  In 
reading  over  these  new  proposals  for  irrigating  the  westside  of  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley,  we  were  tempted  to  rerun,  “Barn  Door  Ajar  At  San  Luis,”  but  have 
found  to  our  dismay  that  closing  the  barn  door  is  not  the  problem  at  all.  The 
■whole  antimonopoly,  antispeculation  barn  is  on  fire  and  appears,  at  this  writ¬ 
ing,  to  be  a  total  loss.  This  was  no  accidental  fire,  brothers  and  sisters.  It 
was  arson.  Bipartisan  arson.  Liberal-conservative  arson.  Engineered  by  the 
stubborn,  skilled,  and  rich  landowners  of  the  central  valleys. 

The  match  was  set  at  Pine  Flat  by  a  Republican  Secretary  of  Interior,  Fred 
Seaton,  who  offered  the  large  landowners  a  cash  plan  for  buying  total  control  of 
the  irrigation  benefits  of  Pine  Flat. 

Senator  Clair  Engle  fanned  the  flames  with  a  10-year  easy  payment  plan— no 
increase  in  rates — while  Congressmen  B.  F.  Sisk  and  Harlan  Hagen  held  off  any 
would-be  firefighters  by  claiming  that  Pine  Flat  is  not  the  place  to  face  the 
so-called  160-acre  limitation — even  though  this  regulation  was  specifically  and 
pointedly  included  in  the  bill«vhich  authorized  the  dam. 

Engle  started  a  little  barn  burning  of  his  own  with  a  50-year,  easier-than-ever 
installment  plan  to  evade  regulations,  at  slightly  higher  rates.  Engle’s  50-year 
plan  already  has  been  included  in  two  water  bills  approved  by  Congress  in  recent 
years,  and  last  August  15,  Douglas  and  Morse  were  told  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  that  the  formula  would  be  applied  at  San  Luis.  They  were  told  that 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad  would  be  able  to  get  a  perpetual  subsidized  water 
supply  for  all  of  its  120,000  giveaway  acres  by  paying  higher  charges  on  the 
wrater — charges  which  would  not  pay  off  all  the  subsidies  and  which,  by  no 
stretch  of  economics,  would  force  a  breakup  of  the  SP  barony. 

Ironic,  isn’t  it?  SP  was  given  this  land  on  the  promise  that  it  build  a  railroad 
over  the  coast  range.  This  promise  was  never  fulfilled.  If  the  San  Luis  project 
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goes  through  as  now  projected,  the  giveaway  will  be  compounded :  SP  will  get  a 
perpetual,  unrestricted,  subsidized  water  supply  and  the  value  of  this  land  will 
be  enchanced  by  1,000  percent. 

Among  the  others  who  will  be  unduly  enriched  by  the  barn  burning  at  San  Luis 
are  Jack  O’Neill,  Producers  Cotton  Oil,  Russell  Giffin,  Frank  Coit,  Standard  Oil, 
Lloyd  Harnish,  Frank  Diener,  Anderson-Clayton — all  told,  about  66  owners, 
according  to  figures  compiled  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

Sounds  like  special  interest  legislation  to  us.  And  we  wonder  why  Douglas 
and  Morse  are  the  only  liberals  who  object. 


Statement  of  the  California  Labor  Federation,  AFL-CIO 

In  accordance  with  the  long-established  policy  of  the  California  Labor  Fed¬ 
eration,  AFL-CIO,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  again  to  support  a  request  for 
Federal  aid  for  water  development  in  California,  specifically  upon  this  occasion 
for  construction  of  the  San  Luis  project. 

The  feasibility  of  the  San  Luis  project  and  the  absolute  necessity  of  its  con¬ 
struction  have  been  established  beyond  all  reasonable  doubt.  We  strongly  urge 
its  immediate  authorization  and  early  construction. 

We  recognize  and  support  the  position  that  provision  should  be  made  in  the 
authorizing  legislation  for  coordination  of  the  Federal  project  with  California 
water  plans,  should  the  State  decide  to  enter  the  field  of  water  and  power 
development.  At  the  same  time,  we  insist  that  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit 
be  constructed  under  reclamation  law  without  deviation  or  evasion,  and  that 
the  occasion  for  cooperation  with  the  State  shall  not  be  used  as  a  pretext  for 
undermining,  or  for  permitting  others  to  undermine  national  antiwater  monopoly 
policy.  We  stand  on  our  position  as  stated  previously  when  San  Luis  project 
bills  were  under  consideration  by  Congress  (see  hearings  before  the  Senate 
Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation,  85th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  on  S.  1887), 
and  appreciate  that  some  of  our  earlier  specific  objections  were  met  in  preparing 
current  drafts.  We  continue  to  insist,  however,  that  Congress  shall  maintain 
present  law  and  policy  on  San  Luis,  which  S.  44  and  H.R.  301  fail  to  do,  and 
ask  that  these  bills  be  redrafted  to  preserve  existing  law  and  policy. 

There  is  no  need  to  set  up  a  new  policy  for  cooperation  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  a  State  government.  Reclamation  law  already  provides  that 
the  basis  of  cooperation  between  the  Federal  Government  and  other  agencies, 
public  and  private,  corporate  and  individual,  shall  be  national  water  policy. 

Reclamation  law,  which  we  believe  should  stand  unchanged,  provides  that 
in  the  event  of  cooperation,  the  excess  land  provision  shall  govern  all  water¬ 
using  Federal  project  facilities  involved  in  the  cooperative  endeavor.  The 
Warren  Act  of  February  21,  1911  (36  Stat.  925,  926)  states:  “That  whenever  in 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  reclamation  law,  storage  or  carrying  capacity 
has  been  or  may  be  provided  in  excess  of  the  requirements  of  the  lands  to  be 
irrigated  under  any  project,  the  Secretary  of  Interior  *  *  *  is  thereby  au¬ 
thorized  *  *  *  to  contract  for  the  impounding,  storage,  and  carriage  of 
water  *  *  *  with  irrigation  systems  *  *  *  individuals,  corporations,  associa¬ 
tions,  and  irrigation  districts  *  *  *.  Water  so  impounded,  stored,  or  carried 
shall  not  be  used  otherwise  than  as  prescribed  by  law  as  to  lands  held  in  private 
ownership  within  Government  reclamation  projects.  Provided  further,  That 
water  shall  not  be  furnished  from  any  such  reservoir  or  delivered  through  any 
such  canal  or  ditch  to  any  one  landowner  in  excess  of  an  amount  sufficient  to 
irrigate  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  *  * 

We  see  no  reason  to  make  any  exception  to  this  law  in  any  respect  because 
the  cooperation  of  the  Federal  Government  proposed  in  the  San  Luis  bills 
is  with  California  or  some  California  landowners.  Unfortunately,  H.R.  301 
and  S.  44  do  propose  to  sacrifice  the  public  policy  inscribed  in  the  Warren  Act 
of  1911.  The  attention  of  Members  of  Congress  and  citizens  could  easily  be 
diverted  away  from  the  crucial  question  whether  the  water  benefits  from  Fed¬ 
eral  facilities,  to  the  irrelevant  inquiry,  where  is  the  land  located?  Hoping 
we  will  forget  that  the  limitation  relates  to  water,  these  bills  seek  to  divert 
our  attention  to  land.  Whether  the  land  to  receive  water  that  is  stored  and 
carried  in  Federal  reservoirs  and  canals  happens  to  be  situated  in  a  State’s  serv¬ 
ice  area  or  not,  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  propriety  of  conforming  to,  or 
escaping  from  public  policy. 

The  issue  is  one  of  substance  as  well  as  principle.  Physical  advantages  of  the 
proposed  integration  with  the  Federal  Central  Valley  project  are  indispensable, 
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and  all  landowners  will  benefit  from  integration  whether  their  lands  lie  within 
the  Federal  or  the  State’s  service  area.  Central  Valley  project  facilities  will  be 
used  to  store  and  to  bring  water  from  sources  hundreds  of  miles  away,  includ¬ 
ing  water  that  will  reach  lands  in  the  State’s  service  area. 

The  financial  benefit*  of  integration  are  great,  if  not  also  indispensable  to  the 
benefiting  landowners.  It  may  be  impossible  to  measure  precisely  in  dollars 
the  advantages  to  landowners  of  financial  integration  of  San  Luis  with  the 
Central  Valley  project,  but  a  number  of  California  Congressmen  have  applied, 
as  descriptive  terms,  to  similar  benefits  for  Central  Valley  landowners  the 
strong  words,  “unearned”  and  “unjust”  enrichment.  (Clair  Engle,  George  P. 
Miller,  John  E.  Moss,  Harland  Hagen,  B.  F.  Sisk,  and  J.  J.  McFall  to  Edmund 
G.  “Pat”  Brown,  Feb.  4,  1957,  L.A.  23,043,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of 
California,  The  Ivanhoe  Irrigation  District,  Plaintiff  and  Respondent,  v.  All 
Parties  and  Persons,  etc.,  Defendants  and  Appellants,  petition  for  rehearing  of 
the  appellant,  the  State  of  California.) 

These  six  Congressmen  estimated  that  the  financial  advantages  to  land- 
owners  in  the  present  Central  Valley  project  were  of  approximately  the  fol¬ 
lowing  order  of  magnitude:  a  direct  subsidy  of  $350  per  acre  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  and  an  additional  subsidy  of  $227  per  acre  from  public  power 
revenue;  the  landowner  himself  is  expected  to  repay  $123  per  acre.  (Ibid.) 
Recognizing  that  the  Federal  benefits  to  landowners  in  the  State  service  area 
are  somewhat  less  than  in  the  Federal  service  area,  and  some  uncertainty  as 
to  how  closely  these  estimates  fit  the  proposed  San  Luis  integration,  it  is  clear 
that  the  advantages  to  be  conferred  by  the  San  Luis  project  on  all  landowners, 
at  the  hands  of  Federal  taxpayers  and  California  power  users,  will  be 
substantial. 

We  see  nothing  in  the  facts  of  the  San  Luis  project  to  justify  relieving  ex¬ 
cess  landholders  in  whatever  service  area  from  the  Federal  statute  controlling 
“unearned”  or  “unjust”  enrichment.  On  the  contrary,  the  concentration  of 
landownership  in  areas  that  would  benefit  from  the  San  Luis  project  appears 
to  be  precisely  the  concentration  that  persuaded  Congress  to  pass  the  excess 
land  provision  in  the  first  place.  Congressman  George  W.  Ray,  of  New  York, 
for  example,  seeking  to  protect  the  public  interest  in  1902,  opposed  all  spending 
of  public  funds  for  reclamation.  When  Federal  aid  was  being  debated  in  the 
original  reclamation  bill  in  1902,  he  said : 

“*  *  *  and  so  we  find  behind  this  scheme,  egging  it  on,  encouraging  it,  the 
great  railroad  interests  of  the  West,  who  own  millions  of  acres  of  these  arid 
lands,  now  useless,  and  the  very  moment  that  we,  at  the  public  expense,  estab¬ 
lish  or  construct  these  irrigation  works  and  reservoirs,  you  will  find  multiplied 
by  10,  and  in  some  instances  by  20,  the  value  of  now  worthless  land  owned  by 
those  railroad  companies,  the  title  to  which  they  obtained  through  grants  from 
the  Government  for  building  great  transcontinental  railroad  lines”  (35  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  6685). 

The  original  objections  to  public  aid  for  private  benefit,  of  course,  were  not 
grounded  on  the  particular  occupation  of  large  landowners  but  on  the  excessive 
concentration  of  “unearned”  benefits  and  water  resources  if  size  were  not  made 
a  ground  for  limitation. 

“Acceptability”  is  relative.  On  August  15,  1958,  one  Senator  said  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  that  he  thought  one  very  large  landholding  corporation  in 
San  Lnis  project  area,  although  opposed  to  the  excess  land  provision  publicly, 
nevertheless  “will  be  compelled  to  participate  through  the  force  of  public  opin¬ 
ion.”  Another  Senator  added  immediately,  “In  my  judgment,  the  Southern 
Pacific  will  reverse  its  decision,  and  will  participate  in  the  project,  and  will 
subdivide  its  land”  (Congressional  Record,  Aug.  15.  195S,  p.  16301). 

Former  Senator  Downey  predicted  in  1947  that  the  Di  Giorgio  Fruit  Corp. 
would  not  accept  the  excess  land  provision  (They  Would  Rule  the  Valley,  p. 
180).  But  when  the  electors  of  a  dozen  water  districts  along  the  Friant-Kern 
Canal  voted  10  to  1,  on  the  average,  to  accept  water  under  reclamation  law, 
this  corporation  complied,  too  (California  Farmer,  May  17,  1952,  p.  533). 

We  believe  that  large  landowners  in  California,  generally,  when  they  fully 
realize  the  public  purposes  of  the  excess  land  provision,  and  when  they  believe 
that  neither  Congress,  the  courts,  nor  unsympathetic  administrators  wrill  grant 
them  escape  from  the  law,  will  “accept”  the  law  in  good  spirit  and  subdivide 
their  lands. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  recently,  in  June  1958,  has  upheld 
the  excess  land  provision  against  judicial  attack.  The  Attorney  General  of 
the  United  States  even  more  recently,  on  December  15,  1958,  has  upheld  the 
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law  on  Kings  and  Kern  River  projects  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  San 
Luis  service  area  against  unsympathetic  administrators. 

We  urge  Congress,  likewise,  to  stand  firmly  now  for  historic  public  policy, 
rather  than  offer  a  partial  exemption  to  excess  landowners  at  San  Luis,  and 
stir  hopes  of  more  laxity  elsewhere. 

The  present  is  no  time  for  Congress  to  yield,  just  when  the  executive  and 
judicial  branches  of  Government  are  standing  firm,  when  the  electors  in  Central 
Valley,  speaking  clearly  tlieir  acceptance  of  reclamation  law,  and  when  leading 
landowning  corporations  are  moving  in  the  direction  of  “acceptance.” 


San  Francisco,  Calif.,  March  23, 1959. 

Senator  C.  P.  Anderson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  Subcommittee, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

You  will  appreciate  our  difficulty  3,000  miles  from  Washington  in  keeping 
informed  of  every  latest  move  to  undermine  antimonopoly  and  antispeculation 
law  in  our  Central  Valley  Project.  On  the  assumption  that  a  move  has  been 
or  will  be  made  before  your  committee  to  replace  S.  44  by  something  worse  as 
in  the  House  H.R.  5687  now  seeks  to  replace  H.R.  301  the  latter  being  identical 
to  S.  44,  I  respectfully  urge  you  to  consider  insofar  as  it  is  applicable  to  your 
deliberations  and  to  print  in  your  San  Luis  Central  Valley  project  hearings  this 
telegram  of  protest  we  have  just  sent  to  Congressman  Wayne  Aspinall,  chairman, 
House  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  Subcommittee,  the  text  of  which  reads  as 
follows : 

“Have  just  learned  of  introduction  of  San  Luis  bill  H.R.  5687  on  March  13. 
Emphatically  protest  this  bill  especially  section  6  which  explicitly  subverts 
Warren  Act  of  1911  by  proposing  to  substitute  a  ‘location  of  land’  principle  for 
the  present  ‘beneficial  use  of  public  reservoirs  and  canals’  principle,  the  latter 
is  sound  while  the  former  illogical,  irrelevant,  diversionary,  and  subversive  to 
policy.  California  Labor  Federation,  AFL-CIO  oppose  this  effort  to  destroy 
national  law  and  water  policy  governing  Central  Valley  project  and  urges  the 
86th  Congress  to  do  as  well  as  the  78th  and  80th  Congresses  by  striking  down 
H.R.  5687.  Please  print  this  wire  in  the  San  Luis  Central  Valley  project  hear¬ 
ings.” 

C.  J.  Haggerty, 

Secretary-Treasurer,  California  Labor  Federation,  AFL-CIO. 


Berkeley,  Calif.,  March  19,  1959. 

Senator  Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  Subcommittee, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Anderson  :  Last  Sunday  I  wired  you  as  follows : 

“Am  forwarding  promptly  a  statement  opposing  destruction  of  Warren  Recla¬ 
mation  Act  of  1911  as  proposed  in  San  Luis  project  bill,  S.  44,  and  favoring 
Federal  construction  of  entire  project.  Please  hold  record  open  briefly  to  permit 
statement’s  inclusion  in  printed  hearings.  Regret  cannot  come  to  Washington 
to  appear  personally.” 

When  I  testified  before  you  last  May,  you  observed,  or  inquired  of  me : 

“I  do  not  know  that  there  is  too  much  pressure  to  get  us  to  change  anything 
with  reference  to  the  Central  Valley  of  California.  *  *  *  Is  there  anything  that 
changes  the  160-acre  limitation  whatever  by  the  language  of  this  bill?  (San  Luis, 
S.  1887,  85th  Cong.)  *  *  *  You  understand  that  a  person  who  is  not  a  lawyer, 
and  I  am  not  a  lawyer,  has  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  following  all  these  things. 
I  try  my  best  to  find  what  is  in  it  that  strikes  down  the  limitation.  I  cannot 
find  it. 

“If  there  is  a  loophole  that  is  not  advisable  and  has  not  been  advisable  to  any 
members  of  the  staff,  we  would  like  to  have  it  pointed  out. 

“I  can  assure  you,  in  addition  to  that,  not  only  would  we  like  to  have  it  pointed 
out  but  I  would  like  to  help  make  it  effective  so  that  it  is  completely  applicable 
to  this  project.”  (Hearings  before  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and 
Reclamation,  85th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  on  S.  1425,  S.  2541,  and  S.  3448,  pp.  154,  158, 
159.) 
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I  have  specified  in  the  attached  memorandum  how  S.  44  ( San  Luis  unit,  CVP, 
86th  Cong.)  damages  the  160-acre  limitation  in  Central  Valley  of  California. 
S.  44  proposes  to  give  access  to  CVP  facilities  and  benefits  to  waters  destined  for 
a  State’s  service  area  on  terms  that  are  denied  by  the  existing  160-acre  statute 
(36  Stat.  925,  926). 

Like  you,  I  am  not  a  lawyer.  I  may  have  missed  other  ways  in  which  S.  44 
undermines  reclamation  law ;  I  might  even  be  in  error  in  my  anxiety,  although 
I  do  not  think  so,  and  find  myself  confirmed  in  my  opinion  by  the  author  of  a 
San  Luis  bill  in  the  House  (H.R.  301)  identical  with  S.  44.  However,  you  may 
wish  to  ask  water  law  specialists  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior  whether  I 
have  overstated  or  understated  the  havoc  that  S.  44  works  in  the  application  of 
the  160-acre  limitation  to  Central  Valley  waters.  I  would  be  very  happy  to  have 
the  legislative  history  of  S.  44  record  a  considered  opinion  by  competent  Govern¬ 
ment  water  law  specialists  that  S.  44  covers  all  waters  and  areas  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  Federal-State  San  Luis  project  and  in  the  Central  Valley  project.  I  would 
be  prepared  to  admit  error  if  my  worries  are  shown  to  be  without  foundation. 

The  78th  and  80th  Congresses  preserved  and  strengthened  the  historic  excess 
land  provision  in  Central  Valley.  I  hope  you  will  insist  on  revision  of  S.  44 
now,  so  as  to  preserve  it  intact. 

Please  print  this  letter  and  attached  statement  in  the  record  of  hearings  on 

the  bill. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Patjl  S.  Taylor. 


Statement  of  Paul  S.  Taylor,  Berkeley,  Calif.,  on  Federal  San  Luis  Project 
Bills,  H.R.  301  and  S.  44,  March  1959 


I  favor  construction  of  the  entire  San  Luis  project  (California),  under  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  law,  without  alteration,  including  structures  to  bring  water  to 
both  Federal  and  State  “service  areas”.  If  Congress  is  unprepared  to  under¬ 
take  this,  then  I  recommend  that  Federal  CVP  facilities  be  made  available  for 
State  use  only  under  reclamation  law,  and  that  the  San  Luis  hills  be  revised 
to  deny  any  exemption  from  the  customary  requirements  of  national  policy. 

Cooperation  between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  State  of  California 
presents  attractive  possibilities,  but  offers  no  ground  whatsoever  for  destroying 
public  policy.  Examination  of  the  San  Luis  bills  now  before  Congress  discloses 
that  their  effect  is  destructive,  as  will  be  described  below.  They  take  their 
place  therefore,  unless  revised,  in  a  series  of  great  but  previously  unsuccessful 
efforts  to  persuade  Congress  that  a  public  policy — controlling  water  monopoly 
and  speculation — -that  has  been  “good”  for  the  Nation  since  1902,  is  not  “good” 


in  Central  Valley,  Calif.,  now. 

The  78th  and  80th  Congresses,  after  hearings  and  debates  of  extraordinary 
length,  refused  to  make  Central  Valley  project  an  exception  to  Theodore  Roose¬ 
velt’s  famous  excess  land  provision  of  reclamation  law,  that  water  shall  not  be 
furnished  to  more  than  160  acres  of  land  in  single  ownership.  (Hearings  before 
Senate  commerce  subcommittee  on  H.R.  3961,  78th  Cong.,  2d  sess. ;  hearings  be¬ 
fore  Senate  public  lands  subcommittee  on  S.  Res.  295,  78th  Cong.  2d  sess. ;  sub¬ 
committee  of  U.S.  Senate  Military  Affairs  Committee  hearing  on  Central  Val¬ 
ley  water  project  held  at  room  276,  U.S.  Court  House  and  Post  Office  Building, 
San  Francisco,  Calif.,  on  Friday,  April  7,  1944  (mimeo.,  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclama- 
tion)  ;  hearings  before  Senate  public  lands  subcommittee  on  S.  912,  80th  Gong., 
1st  sess.).  Former  Congressman  Alfred  J.  Elliott  and  former  Senator  Downey 
led  these  initial  attempts  to  make  Central  Valley  waters  an  exception  to  na¬ 
tional  policy ;  Senator  Knowland  joined  Senator  Downey  in  the  second  attack 
launched  in  the  80th  Congress.  After  full  consideration  of  the  issue,  Congress 
not  only  refused  to  change  national  law  in  response  to  pressures  from  large  land- 
owners  in  the  Central  Valley,  but  extended  the  protections  of  the  excess  land 
provision,  in  section  8  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944,  to  make  it  cover  also 
the  waters  of  the  Kings,  Kern,  Kaweah  and  Tule  Rivers  (in  Central  Valley), 
on  which  the  Army  engineers  were  authorized  to  construct  flood  control  projects. 
I  see  no  reason  why  Congress  should  wish  to  recede  from  this  position  now. 

The  San  Luis  project  bills  move  toward  accomplishing  by  indirection  what 
the  78th  and  80th  Congresses  refused  to  permit.  “Indirection”  needs  explana¬ 
tion.  The  bills  say :  “The  State  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  al¬ 
located  right  to  the  use  of  the  capacities  of  the  joint-use  facilities  for  water 
service  outside  the  San  Luis  unit  service  area.”  (Sec.  3,  f.)  Forbidding  re- 
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striction”  is  intended,  doubtless,  to  mean  that  Congress  forbids  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  limit  water  deliveries  to  160  acres  in  single  ownership  in  the  so-called 
State’s  service  area. 

_  plain  language,  this  proposes  to  give  an  exemption  from  the  excess-land 
limitation  to  some  Central  Valley  waters  that  Congress  has  refused  steadfastly 
to  give  to  any  other  Central  Valley  waters.  Why  there  should  be  two  different 
rules  governing  waters  using  Central  Valley  project  facilities  is  not  clear. 

Until  now,  Congress  has  been  explicit  that  all  waters  benefiting  from  use 
of  reclamation  facilities  must  observe  public  policy.  The  Warren  Act  of  Feb¬ 
ruary  21,  1911,  prescribes  for  cooperation  with  the  Federal  Government,  as  do 
the  San  Luis  bills,  and  insists : 

“That  water  shall  not  be  furnished  from  any  such  [reclamation]  reservoir 
or  delivered  through  any  such  canal  or  ditch  to  any  one  landowner  in  excess  of  an 
amount  sufficient  to  irrigate  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres”  (36  Stat  926). 

This  is  the  specific  reclamation  statute  that  H.R.  301  and  S.  44  seek  to 
fracture. 

These  bills  bring  San  Luis  waters  under  the  Warren  Act  by  “integration” 
of  the  San  Luis  with  the  Central  Valley  project,  i.e.,  they  are  permitted  to 
share  in  the  reservoir  and  canal  facilities  of  CVP.  Then  they  exempt  from 
the  Warren  Act  the  portion  of  the  waters  that  flow  outside  the  Federal  service 
area.  In  other  words,  if  the  water  using  CVP  reservoirs  and  canals  finally  is 
distributed  on  one  side  of  a  fence  (Federal  service  area),  the  excess  land  pro¬ 
vision  applies;  if  finally  distributed  on  the  other  side  of  the  fence  (called  State’s 
service  area),  it  does  not.  This  doctrine  is  new,  and  destructive  of  reclama¬ 
tion  law. 

The  implicit  reasoning  seems  to  run  this  way : 

Let  X  equal  the  Federal  Government;  let  Y  equal  the  State  of  California; 
and  let  Z  equal  the  owners  of  excess  lands  in  the  State  service  area.  If  Y 
is  willing  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  last  stages  of  delivering  water  to  lands  in  the 
State’s  service  area,  then  X  will  exempt  Z  from  the  excess-land  provision.  The 
advantages  to  X  and  Y  of  surrendering  public  policy  are  not  evident ;  the  ad¬ 
vantages  to  Z  (owners  of  excess  lands)  are  clearer. 

The  proposal  appears  to  be  confused  in  logic  and  deficient  in  moral  justi¬ 
fication. 

Six  California  Congressmen  have  described  who  pays  for  reclamation  in 
Central  Valley  project,  and  about  how  much  they  pay  per  acre: 

“The  moral  basis  of  the  160-acre  limitation  is  to  prevent  unjust  enrichment 
resulting  from  the  subsidies  to  irrigation  provided  by  interest-free  Federal 
money  and  public  power  revenues.  Congress,  in  our  opinion,  will  not  permit 
the  unearned  enrichment  of  large  landowners  at  the  expense  of  the  Federal 
treasury  which  can  occur  without  an  acreage  limitation. 

“The  capital  investment  to  put  water  on  land  under  the  Central  Valley 
project  averages  $350  per  acre.  If  an  irrigator  owns  1,000  acres,  the  capital 
investment  to  serve  his  land  is  approximately  $350,000.  This  money  is  interest- 
free  and  the  interest  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  over  the  pay-out  period 
roughly  equals  the  capital  investment.  In  other  words,  the  interest  on  $350,000 
over  a  50-year  period  is  roughly  $350,000.  This  is  a  direct  subsidy  to  the 
irrigator.  Using  the  percentages  on  repayment  referred  to  in  Chief  Justice 
Gibson’s  dissenting  opinion,  the  irrigator  will  pay  back  approximately  $123,000. 
The  balance  of  the  capital  investment  will  be  paid  by  public  power  revenues. 
This  amounts  to  $227,000.  Thus,  the  total  subsidy  to  this  1,000-acre  irrigator 
adds  up  to  approximately  $577,000.”  (Clair  Engle,  George  P.  Miller,  John  E. 
Moss,  Harlan  Hagen,  B.  F.  Sisk,  J.  J.  McFall  to  Edmund  G.  Brown,  L.  A. 
No.  23,043,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  California,  The  Ivanhoe 
Irrigation  District,  Plaintiff  and  Respondent,  vs.  all  Parties  and  Persons,  etc., 
Defendants  and  Appellants,  Petition  for  Rehearing  of  the  Appellant,  the  State 
of  California.) 

Besides  giving  landowners  in  the  State’s  service  area  a  share  in  the  benefits 
of  Federal  CVP,  the  San  Luis  bills  propose  to  exempt  excess  landowners  in 
the  very  portion  of  Central  Valley  where  the  need  for  an  excess-land  provision 
is  the  greatest,  because  concentration  of  land  ownership  there  is  the  most  ex¬ 
treme.  The  statistics  of  land  ownership  in  this  area  were  placed  before  the 
80th  Congress,  which  left  the  proposal  for  an  exemption  to  die  in  committee, 
regarding  it,  doubtless,  as  an  unwarranted  “giveaway.”  (Hearings  on  S.  912 
op.  cit.,  p.  864. ) 

I  respectfully  urge  Congress  to  revise  H.R.  301  and  S.  44  carefully,  so  as  to 
deny  any  exemption  from  the  Warren  Reclamation  Act  to  Central  Valley  or 
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San  Luis  waters  and  to  close  any  loopholes  that  might  permit  evasion  of  the 
Nation’s  historic  water  policy  of  limiting  special  favors  in  order  to  confer  more 
widespread  benefits. 


Land  Department, 
Southern  Pacific  Co., 

San  Francisco,  Calif.,  March  23, 1959. 


Hon.  Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Irriga  tion  and  Reclamation, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Anderson  :  Further  reference  is  made  to  previous  correspondence 
concerning  Southern  Pacific  Co.  and  Southern  Pacific  Land  Co.  agricultural 
properties  within  the  proposed  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project. 
Specific  mention  is  made  of  Senate  bill  S.  44  currently  under  consideration. 

We  have  been  advised  that  your  committee  held  hearings  on  S.  44  on  March 
16,  1959,  wherein  you  indicated  that  previously  submitted  testimony  and  mate¬ 
rial  on  the  general  subject  would  be  included  within  the  current  consideration 
of  the  bill.  Therefore,  Southern  Pacific  was  not  formally  represented  at  the 
hearing  nor  did  we  furnish  any  further  statement. 

It  is  now  our  desire  to  reaffirm  our  previous  position  that  our  agricultural 
properties  are  not  for  sale.  They  constitute  an  important  natural  resource  asset 
of  our  organization,  and  we  need  them  to  maintain  our  diversified  position  in  the 
economy  of  the  Western  States. 

Please  be  advised  that  Southern  Pacific  is  anxious  to  see  both  Federal  and 
State  of  California  water  plans  progress.  We  feel  that  the  cooperative  position 
in  the  San  Luis  legislation  is  excellent  and  do  not  wish  to  impede  progress 
thereon.  Therefore,  we  reaffirm  our  request  that  owners  of  land  in  excess  of 
160  acres  be  allowed  the  alternative  of  paying  interest  on  the  Federal  irrigation 
investment  and  thus  be  allowed  to  retain  their  land  holdings  and  obtain  water 
for  them. 

A  Southern  Pacific  representative  appeared  before  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  subcommittee  on  the  same  subject,  and  it  is  planned  that  specific  legislates  e 
language  embodying  our  proposal  will  be  furnished  to  said  House  committee. 

Very  truly  yours, 


L.  Frandsen,  Manager. 


Fresno,  Calif.,  March  16, 1959. 
Senate  Subcommittee  on  Reclamation  and  Irrigation  : 

Needs  of  farmers  and  communities  in  this  area  make  speedy  enactment  of 
Senate  bill  S.  44  and  H.R.  301  imperative.  Heavy  unemployment  in  this  area 
needs  relief  this  project  could  bring. 

Jesse  Bernard, 

Business  Representative,  Labors  Local  29Jf. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  88-488 


CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA.  Authorizes  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the 
Central  Valley  reclamation  project,  California,  and  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  in  order  that 
there  may  be  joint  Federal-State  use  of  the  San  Luis 
Reservoir  site.  The  unit  would  provide  irrigation  of  about 
480,000  acres  of  land  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  as  well 
as  important  benefits  to  recreation  and  to  the  preservation 
and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife. 
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S.  44 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  9  (legislative  day,  January  8),  1959 

Mr.  Kuchel  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Engle)  introduced  the  following  bill;  which 
was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San 
Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  with  respect 
to  the  construction  and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  for  the  principal  purpose  of  furnishing  water  for  the 

4  irrigation  of  approximately  five  hundred  thousand  acres  of 

5  land  in  Merced,  Fresno,  and  Kings  Counties,  California,  and 

6  as  incidents  thereto  of  furnishing  water  for  municipal  and 

7  domestic  use  and  providing  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 

8  benefits,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred 
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to  as  the  Secretary)  is  authorized  to  construct,  operate,  and 
maintain  the  San  Luis  unit  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Central 
Valley  project.  The  principal  engineering  features  of  said 
unit  shall  be  a  dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site, 
a  forebay  and  afterbay,  the  San  Luis  Canal,  the  Pleasant 
Valley  Canal,  and  necessary  pumping  plants,  distribution 
systems,  drains,  channels,  levees,  flood  works,  and  related 
facilities.  The  works  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  joint-use 
facilities)  for  joint  use  with  the. State  of  California  (herein¬ 
after  referred  to  as  the  State)  shall  be  the  dam  and  reservoir 
at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  forebay  and  afterbay,  pumping 
plants,  and  the  San  Luis  Canal.  Those  joint-use  facilities 
may  be  constructed  to  permit  future  expansion,  and  upon 
agreement  by  the  State  or  some  other  public  agency  to 
equitably  share  the  costs  as  later  provided  in  this  Act,  shall 
either  be  so  constructed  or  shall  be  constructed  initially  to  the 
capacities  necessary  to  serve  both  the  San  Luis  unit  service 
area  and  the  State’s  service  area.  In  constructing,  operating, 
and  maintaining  the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  shall  he 
governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17, 
1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supple¬ 
mentary  thereto)  except  so  far  as  the  provisions  thereof  are 
inconsistent  with  this  Act.  Construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
shall  not  be  commenced  until  the  Secretary  has  ( 1 )  secured, 
or  has  satisfactory  assurance  of  his  ability  to  secure,  all  rights 
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to  the  use  of  water  which  are  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  the  unit  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  this 
Act,  and  (2)  received  satisfactory  assurance  from  the  State 
of  California  that  it  will  make  provision  for  a  master  drainage 
outlet  and  disposal  channel  for  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  as 
generally  outlined  in  the  Caifomia  water  plan,  Bulletin  Num¬ 
bered  3,  of  the  California  Department  of  Water  Resources, 
which  will  adequately  serve,  by  connection  therewith,  the 
drainage  system  for  the  San  Luis  unit  or  has  otherwise  made 
provision,  in  accordance  with  section  4  of  this  Act,  for  meet¬ 
ing  the  drainage  requirements  of  the  San  Luis  unit. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States,  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  the  State  of  California  providing  for  coordinated  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  the  joint-use  facilities, 
in  order  that  the  State  mav,  without  cost  to  the  United  States, 
deliver  water  in  service  areas  outside  the  San  Luis  service 
area  as  described  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Ventral  Valley  Project,” 
dated  December  17,  1956.  The  Secretary  shall  not  com¬ 
mence  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  except  for  the 
preparation  of  designs  and  specifications  and  other  prelimi- 
nary  work,  until  the  execution  of  such  an  agreement  between 
the  United  States  and  the  State,  but  if  such  an  agreement 
has  not  been  executed  by  July  1,  1960,  and  if,  after  con- 
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sultation  with  the  Governor  of  the  State,  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  that  the  prospects  of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms 
thereof  are  not  reasonably  firm,  he  may  proceed  to  construct 
and  operate  the  San  Luis  unit  in  accordance  with  section  1 
of  this  Act:  Provided,  That,  if  the  Secretary  so  determines, 
he  shall  report  thereon  to  the  Congress  and  shall  not  com¬ 
mence  construction  for  ninety  calendar  days  from  the  date 
of  his  report  (which  ninety  days,  however,  shall  not  include 
days  on  which  either  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the 
Senate  is  not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more 
than  three  days) .  In  considering  the  prospects  of  reaching 
accord  on  the  terms  of  the  agreement  the  Secretary  shall 
give  substantial  weight  to  any  relevant  affirmative  action 
theretofore  taken  by  the  State,  including  the  enactment  of 
State  legislation  authorizing  the  State  to  acquire  and  convey 
to  the  United  States  title  to  lands  to  be  used  for  the  San  Luis 
unit  or  assistance  given  by  it  in  financing  Federal  design 
and  construction  of  the  unit.  The  authority  conferred  upon 
the  Secretary  by  the  first  sentence  of  this  section  shall  not, 
except  as  is  otherwise  provided  in  this  section,  be  construed 
as  a  limitation  upon  the  exercise  by  him  of  the  authority 
conferred  in  section  1  of  this  Act,  but  if  the  State  shall  make 
available  to  the  Secretary  sufficient  funds  to  pay  the  addi¬ 
tional  cost  of  designing  and  constructing  the  joint-use  facili¬ 
ties  so  as  to  permit  enlargement,  it  shall  have  an  irrevocable 
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right  to  enlarge  or  modify  such  facilities  at  any  time  in  the 
future,  and  a  perpetual  right  to  the  use  of  such  additional 
capacity:  Provided,  That  the  performance  of  such  work  by 
the  State,  after  approval  of  its  plans  by  the  Secretary,  shall 
be  so  carried  on  as  not  to  interfere  with  the  operation  of  the 
project  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of  this  Act: 
And  provided  further,  That  this  right  may  be  relinquished 
by  the  State  at  any  time  at  its  option. 

Sec.  3.  The  agreement  between  the  United  States  and 
the  State  referred  to  in  section  2  of  this  Act  shall  provide, 
among  other  things,  that — 

(a)  the  joint  use  facilities  to  be  constructed  by  the 
Secretary  shall  be  so  designed  and  constructed  to  such 
capacities  and  in  such  manner  as  to  permit  either  (i) 
immediate  integration  and  coordinated  operation  with 
the  State’s  water  projects  by  providing,  among  other 
things,  a  capacity  in  San  Luis  Reservoir  of  approxi¬ 
mately  two  million  one  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  and 
corresponding  capacities  in  the  other  joint-use  facilities 
or  (ii)  such  subsequent  enlargement  or  other  modifica¬ 
tion  as  may  be  required  for  integration  and  coordinated 
operation  therewith; 

(b)  the  State  shall  make  available  to  the  Secretary 
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during  the  construction  period  sufficient  funds  to  pay  an 


S.  44 - 2 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


6 


appropriate  share  of  the  construction  costs  of  any  facili¬ 
ties  designed  and  constructed  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(a)  above.  The  State  contribution  shall  be  made  in 
annual  installments,  each  of  which  bears  approximately 
the  same  ratio  to  total  expenditures  during  that  year  as 
the  total  of  the  State’s  share  bears  to  the  total  cost  of  the 
facilities;  the  State  may  make  advances  to  the  United 
States  in  order  to  maintain  a  timely  construction  sched¬ 
ule  of  the  joint  use  facilities  and  the  works  of  the  San 
Luis  unit  to  be  used  by  the  State  and  the  United  States; 

(c)  the  State  may  at  any  time  after  approval  of  its 
plans  by  the  Secretary  and  at  its  own  expense  enlarge  or 
modify  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  other  facilities 
to  be  used  jointly  by  the  State  and  the  United  States,  but 
the  performance  of  such  work  shall  be  so  carried  on  as 
not  to  interfere  with  the  operation  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of  this  Act ; 

(d)  the  United  States  and  the  State  shall  each  pay 
annually  an  appropriate  share  of  the  operation,  mainte¬ 
nance  and  replacement  costs  of  the  joint  use  facilities; 

(e)  promptly  after  execution  of  this  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  Secretary  and  the  State,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  said  agreement,  the  State  shall  convey  to  the  United 
States  title  to  any  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
which  it  then  owns  and  which  are  required  for  the  joint 
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use  facilities.  The  State  shall  be  given  credit  for  the 
costs  of  these  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  toward 
its  share  of  the  construction  cost  of  the  joint  use  facili¬ 
ties.  The  State  shall  likewise  be  given  credit  for  any 
funds  advanced  by  it  to  the  Secretary  for  preparation  of 
designs  and  specifications  or  for  any  other  work  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  joint  use  facilities ; 

(f)  the  rights  to  the  use  of  capacities  of  the  joint 
use  facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit  shall  be  allocated  to 
the  United  States  and  the  State,  respectively,  in  such 
manner  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon.  The  United 
States  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  right 
so  allocated,  which  shall  be  sufficient  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  section  1  of  this  Act  and  which  shall  extend 
throughout  the  repayment  period  and  so  long  thereafter 
as  title  to  the  works  remains  in  the  United  States.  The 
State  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  allo¬ 
cated  right  to  the  use  of  the  capacities  of  the  joint  use 
facilities  for  water  service  outside  the  San  Luis  unit 
service  area. 

(g)  the  Secretary  may  turn  over  to  the  State  the 
care,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  any  works  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  which  are  used  jointly  by  the  United 
States  and  the  State  at  such  time  and  under  such  con- 
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nonretumable  and  nonreimbursable  under  the  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  laws. 

Sec.  6.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  construction  of  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including 
joint  use  facilities,  authorized  by  this  Act,  other  than  dis¬ 
tribution  systems  and  drains,  the  sum  of  $290,430,000,  plus 
such  additional  amount,  if  any,  as  may  be  required  by  reason 
of  changes  in  costs  of  construction  of  the  types  involved  in 
the  San  Luis  unit  as  shown  by  engineering  indexes.  There 
are  also  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition  thereto, 
such  amounts  as  are  required  (a)  for  construction  of  such 
distribution  systems  and  drains  as  are  not  constructed  by 
local  interests,  and  (b)  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 
the  unit.  All  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  from  the 
State  under  this  Act  shall  be  covered  into  the  same  accounts 
as  moneys  appropriated  hereunder  and  shall  be  available, 
without  further  appropriation,  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  Act. 
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Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  at  such  time. 
In  sucii  manner,  and  covering  such  subject 
matter  Vs  the  Secretary  of  State  may  pre¬ 
scribe.  Students  shall  be  appointed  in  the 
order  of  tly^ir  merit  as  established  by  such 
examinatior 

Sec.  10.  TliH  students  of  the  U.S.  Foreign 
Service  Academy  shall  receive  the  same  pay 
and  allowances  &§  are  received  by  cadets  at 
West  Point. 

Sec.  11.  The  course  of  instruction  and 
training  for  studentk  at  the  Academy  shall 
be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  and 
shall  be  the  equivalent  of  the  curriculum 
prescribed  by  accredited  colleges  and  univer¬ 
sities  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  granting  of  the 
degree  of  bachelor  of  arts.\  In  prescribing 
such  course  of  instruction  and  training,  the 
Secretary  of  State  shall  providX  that  special 
emphasis  be  placed  on  the  studXpf  the  his¬ 
tory,  culture,  customs,  folklore, \and  lan¬ 
guage  or  languages  of  the  nations  vn  which 
cadets  may  serve  and  provide  for  field 
studies  in  such  nations.  The  Academy  may 
arrange  to  assign  temporarily  selected 'stu¬ 
dents  to  the  Air,  Military,  and  Naval  Acade¬ 
mies  of  the  United  States  for  instructic 
In  military  observation.  Upon  satisfactory 
completion  of  the  prescribed  course  of  in¬ 
struction  and  training,  students  shall  be 
granted  the  degree  of  bachelor  of  arts. 

Sec.  12.  Each  student  selected  for  admis¬ 
sion  to  the  Academy  shall  sign  an  agreement 
that,  unless  sooner  separated,  he  will — 

(1)  Complete  the  course  of  instruction  at 
the  Academy;  and 

(2)  Accept  an  appointment  and  service, 
as  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States 
in  any  position  for  which  he  is  qualified  by 
reason  of  his  special  training  at  the  Acad¬ 
emy,  for  at  least  the  3  years  immediately 
following  the  granting  of  his  degree  from 
the  Academy. 

Sec.  13.  (a)  The  course  of  study  at  the 
Academy  shall,  during  each  year  of  its  opera¬ 
tion,  be  organized  as  follows: 

(1)  The  months  of  September  to  May,  in¬ 
clusive,  shall  be  devoted  to  classroom  in¬ 
struction  of  students  at  the  Academy; 

(2)  The  period  from  June  1  to  June  30, 
inclusive,  shall  be  devoted  to  annual  leave 
for  all  students; 

(3)  The  months  of  July  and  August  shall 
be  devoted  to  practical  field  training  for 
students  at  the  Academy. 

(b)  Such  field  training  shall  consist  of 
assigning  students  for  service  positions 
under  appropriate  departments  of  the  gov¬ 
ernment,  whether  within  or  outside  the 
United  States,  by  a  faculty  board  on  field 
training,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretaj; 
of  State. 

Sec.  14.  (a)  Each  graduate  of  the  Academy 
shall  be  available  for  appointment  As  an 
officer  or  employee  of  the  United  Spates,  in 
any  position  for  which  he  is  qualified  by  rea¬ 
son  of  his  special  training  at  the  Academy, 
in  accordance  with  the  following  priorities: 

(1)  The  Department  of  ! 

(2)  The  Department  of  Commerce; 

(3)  The  Department  of  Agriculture; 

(4)  The  Department  of/the  Treasury; 

(5)  The  Department  pi  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare;  and 

(6)  Any  other  department,  agency,  or  in¬ 
strumentality  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  State  may,  notwith¬ 
standing  any  provision  of  the  Foreign  Service 
Act  of  1946,  appoint  a  graduate  of  the  Acad¬ 
emy  as  an  officer  in  the  Foreign  Service  of  the 
United  r 

Sec.  15/  (a)  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry-out  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

The  U.S.  Foreign  Service  Academy 
11  have  power  to  acquire  and  hold  real 
id  personal  property  and  may  receive  and 
'accept  gifts,  donations,  and  trusts. 


Mr.  President,  will 


Mr.  KEFAUVER. 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  my  friend  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  congratulate  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  upon  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  this  measure.  I  think  it  is  one 
of  the  most  important  proposals  for 
peace  and  for  our  proper  representation 
abroad  which  will  be  before  Congress.  I 
certainly  hope  the  bill  will  be  passed  at 
an  early  date. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Tennessee  for 
his  kind  statement. 

Mr.  YAREOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  commend  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Missouri 
upon  the  introduction  of  his  bill.  It  was 
my  privilege  in  the  past  session  to  be  a 
cosponsor  of  a  similar  bill  introduced  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Mansfield].  I  think  the  Senator 
horn  Missouri  by  introducing  the  bill  this 
early  in  the  session  and  urging  its  imme¬ 
diate  consideration  has  shown  leaders] 
in  this  important  matter. 

MrASYMINGTON.  I  thank  the/Sen- 
ator  from  Texas  for  his  remarks.  A  have 
discusseo\this  matter  with  the'  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  frony'Montana 
[Mr.  ManseueldI  .  There  is  A  difference 
between  the  bill  which  I  hax^e  introduced 
and  the  bill  Much  the/Senator  from 
Montana  introduced  in/the  last  session, 
and  which  was  c<xspoiw>red  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas.  \2Tieir  bill  provided 
for  graduate  study/Nl  believe  it  is  im¬ 
portant  that  we  have  an  undergraduate 
academy  for  thaTrainingsuf  foreign  serv¬ 
ice  personnel  ^omparableip  our  military 
academies. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  SAN  LUIS  UNIT, 

CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT, 

CALIF. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  the 
great  and  constantly  growing  State  of 
[.California  continues  to  grapple  with  tre¬ 
mendous  problems  which  have  a  decided 
national  as  well  as  local  interest.  Fore¬ 
most  among  these  is  our  seemingly  per¬ 
petual  question  of  making  most  effective 
use  of  natural  resources  and  the  pressing 
matter  of  meeting  an  ever-mounting  de¬ 
mand  for  water. 

On  behalf  of  my  colleague,  the  junior 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Engle], 
and  myself,  I  am  introducing  a  new  ver¬ 
sion  of  a  bill  which  has  been  before  the 
Congress  for  approximately  4  years,  a 
bill  to  authorize  construction  of  the  San 
Luis  project  on  the  west  side  of  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley. 

This  bill  is  a  refinement  of  the  legis¬ 
lation  which  last  year  was  favorably  re¬ 
ported  by  our  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  Committee,  after  two  sets  of  hear¬ 
ings  and  considerable  negotiation  be¬ 
tween  Federal  and  State  authorities,  and 
which  shortly  before  final  adjournment 
was  passed  by  the  Senate. 

From  time  to  time  during  my  service  in 
this  body,  I  have  had  occasion,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  to  discuss  the  importance  of  Fed¬ 


eral  assistance  to  California  in  the  fields 
of  flood  control  and  water  conservation. 
In  view  of  the  fact  that  we  now  have  a 
substantial  number  of  new  colleagues,  I 
feel  it  is  incumbent  upon  me  to  mention 
the  reason  why  this  particular  San  Luis 
bill  is  regarded  as  deserving  of  very  high 
priority  by  my  distinguished  colleague 
and  myself. 

In  introducing  this  measure,  I  wish  to 
point  out  to  the  Senate  that  I  have  the 
privilege  of  joining  in  presenting  legisla¬ 
tion  on  water  matters  with  an  experi¬ 
enced  attorney  and  legislator  who  long 
has  been  concerned  with  natural  re¬ 
sources.  The  Senate  will  have  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  knowledge  gained  by  my  col¬ 
league  during  his  years  of  service  in  the 
other  body  where  he  ultimately  became 
chairman  of  the  important  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

It  has  been  my  own  policy  never  to 
propose  a  water  project  in  California  for 
Federal  construction  until  the  responsi¬ 
ble  officials  of  my  State  have  formally 
recommended  Federal  participation  in 
efforts  to  assure  the  maximum  utilization 
and  conservation  of  our  precious  water 
resources.  This  is  particularly  true  in 
the  case  of  the  measure  I  am  introducing 
today. 

The  San  Luis  bill,  which  would  author¬ 
ize  an  integrated  project  to  be  jointly 
financed  and  operated  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  and  the  State  of  California, 
has  been  drafted  in  consultation  with 
both  Federal  and  State  agencies.  It  is 
definitely  in  response  to  the  desires  of 
the  State  department  of  water  resources 
and  will  mean  a  working  partnership  to 
supply  a  variety  of  needs. 

California  has  unique  water  problems. 
For  a  large  part  of  our  State,  the  vagar¬ 
ies  of  nature  subject  our  people  to  literal 
feast-or-famine  cycles.  In  the  current 
rainy  season  now  well  advanced,  most  of 
California  is  becoming  uneasy  about  the 
smallest  amount  of  precipitation  in 
decades,  even  in  generations.  Yet  many 
of  my  distinguished  colleagues  will  recall 
that  only  3  years  ago,  at  the  opening  of 
the  2d  session  of  the  84th  Congress,  I 
was  taking  an  active  part  in  proposing 
emergency  measures  for  flood  relief  be¬ 
cause  of  the  devastation  suffered  over 
extensive  sections  of  central  and  north¬ 
ern  California  from  unseasonable  storms. 

The  San  Luis  project  would  be  another 
vital  step  toward  more  efficient  and  more 
orderly  utilization  of  water.  It  would 
supply  water  for  nearly  500,000  acres  of 
agricultural  land  in  an  area  where  farm¬ 
ing  necessarily  has  been  reduced  and 
curtailed  because  of  lowering  water 
tables.  It  would  provide  storage  and 
regulating  facilities  for  a  gigantic  inter¬ 
basin  exchange  by  which  the  State  of 
California  intends  to  move  surplus 
Feather  River  water  from  northern 
California  to  the  water-hungry  and 
thickly  settled  Los  Angeles-San  Diego 
area. 

The  State  of  California  is  embarked 
on  a  plan  of  self-help  in  this  field.  How¬ 
ever,  it  definitely  needs  the  cooperation 
and  assistance  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  This  bill  will  provide  for  the 
maximum  efficiency  and  greatest  return 
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on  a  substantial  investment  by  allowing 
the  Federal  and  the  State  agencies  to 
join  hands  in  building  a  feasible  and  an 
urgent  project. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred. 

The  bill  (S.  44)  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San 
Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project, 
California,  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  the  State  of  California  with  respect 
to  the  construction  and  operation  of  such 
unit,  and  for  other  purposes,  introduced 
by  Mr.  Kuchel  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Engle)  ,  was  received,  read  twice  by  its 
title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

- — - -   - - i J 


EXCLUSION  OF  CERTAIN  WAGES 
FROM  WITHHOLDING  TAX 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill 
to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  to  provide  that  wages  paid  by  States 
and  political  subdivisions  to  individuals 
employed  on  relief  projects  shall  not  be 
subject  to  the  withholding  tax. 

There  is  clear  justification  and  im¬ 
portant  need  for  this  improvement  in 
our  Federal  tax  policies  as  they  concern 
payments  by  welfare  departments  to  per¬ 
sons  employed  on  work  relief  projects. 

The  maximum  amount  which  can  be 
paid  on  a  work  relief  project  is  limited  to 
the  amount  determined  by  welfare  agen¬ 
cies  as  necessary  to  meet  the  minimum 
needs  of  the  beneficiary  and  his  depend¬ 
ents  for  food,  clothing,  shelter,  and  per¬ 
sonal  needs. 

Obviously,  if  Federal  income  taxes  are 
withheld  from  payments  determined  at 
the  level  of  minimum  needs,  the  take- 
home  pay  remaining  will  not  be  sufficient 
to  meet  those  needs.  Therefore,  it  be¬ 
comes  necessary  for  the  local  govern¬ 
ment  to  increase  the  size  of  the  payment 
sufficiently  to  cover  the  income  tax 
withheld.  In  effect,  the  local  govern¬ 
ment  is  required  to  pay  the  individual 
income  tax  in  addition  to  providing  sup- 
port  for  the  dependent  person  and  his 
family. 

Under  the  existing  situation,  local  gov¬ 
ernments  which  provide  work  relief  in¬ 
stead  of  direct  relief  payments  are/ 
penalized. 

This  problem  is  a  particularly  serious 
one  for  Milwaukee  County.  County  joffi- 
cials  estimate  that  passage  of  thjs  bill 
would  result  in  savings  to  the  county  of 
more  than  $35,000  per  year. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  temp6re.  The 
bill  will  be  received  and  apprcppriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  45)  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  Xo  provide  that 
wages  paid  by  States  and  political  sub¬ 
divisions  to  individuals  employed  on  re¬ 
lief  projects  shall  96 1  be  subject  to  the 
withholding  tax,/introduced  by  Mr. 
Proxmire,  was  received,  read  twice  by  its 
title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

HOOD  FOR  HAWAII 

Mi  4'URRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  tb  3esk  for  appropriate  reference  a 
bill  t  idmit  the  populous  and  prosper¬ 


ous  American  Territory  of  Hawaii  into 
the  Union  as  a  State  of  the  United 
States.  Appropriately,  I  have  requested 
that  the  symbolic  number  S.  50  be  as¬ 
signed  to  this  measure. 

Joining  me  as  sponsors  of  this  historic 
legislation  are  more  than  50  distin¬ 
guished  Senators  from  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  and  from  all  sections  of  the  United 
States.  1  This  number  of  cosponsors,  plus 
those  other  Senators  who  have  assured 
me  that,  although  for  one  reason  or  an¬ 
other  they  did  not  wish  to  cosponsor  the 
bill,  they  nevertheless  would  support  the 
measure  and  vote  for  it,  means  that  a 
clear  and  undisputed  majority  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  of  the  86th  Con- 
tress  believe  that  Hawaii  should  have 
;atehood  this  session  of  this  Congress. 
Tms  conviction  is  also,  I  am  certain, 
that  of  the  great  majority  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people. 

Mr\President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  names  of  the  distinguished 
Senators,  who  are  cosponsors  to  the  Ha¬ 
waii  statehood  bill  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  thVRECORD. 

There  bemg  no  objection,  the  names 
were  ordered\to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows\ 

Mr.  Allott,  MA.  Anderson,  Mr.  Bartlett, 
Mr.  Beall,  Mr.  Bennett,  Mr.  BibleVmt. 
Cannon,  Mr.  Carroll,  Mr.  Case  of  ^outh 
Dakota,  Mr.  Case  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  ichavez, 
Mr.  -Church,  Mr.  Clark,  Mr.  Cooper,  Mr. 
Dirksen,  Mr.  Douglas,  Mr.  Engle./Mt.  Prear, 
Mr.  Goldwater,  Mr.  Green,  Mr/  Gruening, 
Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Hartke,  Mr.  Hennings,  Mr. 
Holland,  Mr.  Humphrey,  mx/ Jackson,  Mr. 
Javits,  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Kt/khel,  Mr.  Long, 
Mr.  McCarthy,  Mr.  McGEfc  Mr.  McNamara, 
Mr.  Magnuson,  Mr.  Mansfieldv  Mr.  Morse, 
Mr.  Morton,  Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Musicte,  Mr.  Neu- 
berger,  Mr.  O’Mahoney,  Mr.  PaStore,  Mr. 
Proxmire,  Mr.  Randolph,  Mr.  SalVonstall, 
Mr.  Scott,  Mrs.  Sm/Th,  Mr.  Williams,  of  New 
Jersey,  Mr,YARBOiyouGH,  Mr.  Young  o\North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  rttis 
significant /that  this  list  of  sponsors  m- 
cludes  soymany  able  Senators  from  botl 
parties  and  from  all  parts  of  the  country. 
This  y/ar,  as  in  past  years,  Hawaii  state- 
hood/is  bipartisan  and  a  nonpartisan 
cau^e.  It  has  had,  and  has  now,  the  sup- 
P9rt  of  President  Eisenhower,  as  it  had 
lat  of  Presidents  Truman  and  Roose¬ 
velt. 

Mr.  President,  proposed  legislation  on 
statehood  for  Hawaii  has  been  before 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  off 
and  on,  for  four  decades,  beginning  with 
H.R.  15865  in  1919,  in  the  65th  Congress. 
Hearings  and  investigations  of  the  issue 
by  Congress  began  in  1935. 

EIGHTEEN  CONGRESSIONAL  HEARINGS  HELD 

Since  that  time  no  less  than  18  full- 
scale  hearings  and  investigations  have 
been  conducted  by  committees  of  Con¬ 
gress  on  the  issue  of  statehood  for  Ha¬ 
waii,  both  in  the  Territory  itself  and  here 
in  the  National  Capital.  Few,  indeed,  are 
the  issues  that  come  before  us  that  have 
been  as  thoroughly  and  as  well  explored 
and  considered  as  has  statehood  for 
Hawaii. 

The  measure  the  majority  of  Senators, 
including  myself,  are  sponsoring  today  is 
identical  with  S.  50,  as  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  in  the  85th  Congress.  That  bill,  in 
turn,  was  similar  in  its  substantive  provi¬ 


sions  to  the  Hawaii  statehood  bill  in  the 
84th  Congress,  which  was  based  on  the 
statehood  bill  that  was  debated  for  a  full 
month  in  this  body  in  1954,  and/was 
finally  approved  by  a  substanti^x  ma¬ 
jority. 

I  cite  this  long  and  impressive  legisla¬ 
tive  history,  Mr.  President,  rally  to  em¬ 
phasize  that  the  facts  antylssues  con¬ 
cerning  statehood  for  Hawaii  already  are 
well  known.  A  most  coqZplete  record  is 
before  this  body. 

OPPONENTS  TO  HAVE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  BE  HEARD 

I  cannot  believe  that  any  public  pur¬ 
pose  would  be  seryed  by  long  and  pro¬ 
tracted  public  hearings  again  this  year. 
However,  I  do  u/ge  that  hearings  be  held, 
but  that  they/oe  limited,  as  far  as  pos¬ 
sible,  to  any/new  evidence  that  may  be 
pertinent  and  to  the  reception  of  the 
views  of  those  in  opposition  to  Hawaiian 
statehood.  It  is  most  important  that  the 
hearings  be  held  at  an  early  date  in  this 
1st  session  of  the  86th  Congress. 

r.  President,  I  have  been  a  student 
o ^/statehood  for  Hawaii  for  many  years, 
id  recently  I  made  a  personal  inspec¬ 
tion  trip  to  the  Territory,  on  behalf  of 
the  committee.  I  visited  all  of  the  is¬ 
lands  of  the  Territory,  and  talked  with 
persons  in  all  walks  of  life  and  of  various 
political  persuasions. 

From  my  long  study  and  my  personal 
findings,  I  am  convinced  that  the  600,- 
000  American  citizens  of  Hawaii  meet 
each  and  every  one  of  our  historic  tests 
of  readiness  for  statehood  and  fitness 
for  it.  The  overwhelming  majority  of 
the  people  want  statehood,  and  are 
ready,  willing  and  able  to  support  it. 

STATEHOOD  IN  BEST  INTERESTS  OF  NATION 

I  am  equally  convinced  that  statehood 
for  Hawaii  would  be  in  the  best  interests 
of  the  Nation  as  a  whole,  as  well  as  in 
the  best  interests  of  the  more  than  a 
half  million  Americans  of  Hawaii.  The 
Territory  is  blessed  with  great  riches 
of  soil,  climate,  and  people.  It  has  the 
highest  productivity  in  the  entire  world 
for  sugar  and  pinapples.  Its  climate, 
scenic  beauty, ^accessibility,  and  facili¬ 
ties  make  it  one  of  the  foremost  recrea¬ 
tion  spots  of  the  world.  Its  people  are 
industrious,  well-educated  in  one  of  the 
top-\anking  school  systems  under  the 
American  flag,  and  imbued  with  an  un¬ 
flagging:  zeal  and  patriotism  for  Amer¬ 
ica,  as 'Vhown  by  their  record  on  the 
battlefields  of  Europe  and  Korea. 

The  admission  of  Hawaii  would  also 
constitute  a,  singular  achievement  in 
diplomacy,  'fohat  could  be  a  better  argu¬ 
ment  than  thikto  the  critical  Far  East¬ 
ern  area  that  the  United  States  is  still 
the  land  of  promise  for  people  of  all 
backgrounds?  Tl\e  Hawaiian  Ameri¬ 
cans  of  Japanese  \and  other  oriental 
backgrounds  will  be \he  living  example 
that  we  live  by  prinisiples  of  freedom 
and  self -determinations,  for  all  people. 
These  thoroughly  American  people  of 
oriental  background  can  bte  a  catalyst  of 
untold  value  in  accomplishing  under¬ 
standing  where  understanding  is  most 
needed. 

Mr.  President,  Hawaii  is  thd\Sole  re¬ 
maining  incorporated  Territory^  trader 
the  American  flag.  It  is  the  only  re¬ 
maining  area  that  has  met  our  historic 
tests  for  statehood. 
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12.  RECLAMATION;  FORESTRY.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  ordered  reported  the  following  bill^:  P.  D197 

S.  44,  to  authorize  construction  of  the* San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley 
Calif. 


S.  72,  to  authorize  construction  of  the  Navajo  Indian  irrigation  project  and 

the  initial  stage  of  the  San  Juan-Charaa  project  of  the  Colorado  River  storage 
project. 

S.  994,  to  authorize  construction  of  the  Spokane  Valley  project.  Wash,  and 
I&eho. 

13.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  he  plans  to  have  adopt e O' a 
resolution  providing  for  an  Easter  recess  from  Thurs.,  Mar.  26,  to  Tues/, 

Apr.  7,  and  inserted  a  statement,  "Legislative  Achievements  From  January  7, 
1959,  Thri^gh  March  23,  1959."  pp.  4358-9 

HOUSE 


14.  MILK.  Passed  as  Reported  H.  R.  5247,  to  increase  the  authorized  maximum  expendi¬ 
ture  for  the  fiscal,  year  1959  under  the  special  milk  progran/from  $75  million 
to  $78  million.  pp/\4451-3 

Rep.  Johnson,  Wis.\urged  enactment  of  his  bill  to  rai/6e  the  maximum  auth- 
ized  expenditures  for  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961  to  $85/million  each  year  and 
inserted  a  statement  supporting  increased  authorizations  for  the  special  milk 
program,  pp.  4453-4 

Rep.  Johnson,  Wis.,  urge  (Kenact men t  of  legislation  allowing  freedom  of  com¬ 
merce  for  milk  and  inserted  arkeditorial  supporting  this  position  and  a  Public 
Health  Service  statement,  "U.  S\Milk  Code  Resists  in  Top  Quality  Milk." 
p.  4487 


15.  INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO PRLATIOl 
bill,  H.  R.  5915,  which  includes  items' 


''BILL.  Passed  without  amendment  this 
the  Forest  Service,  pp.  4454-64 


16.  TRADE-FAIR  IMPORTS.  Passed  without  am^ndmdnt  H.  R.  5508,  to  provide  for  the 

free  importation  of  articles  for  exhibit ion\^it  fairs,  exhibitions,  or  exposi¬ 
tions.  pp.  4445-7 

17.  CONTRACTS.  Passed  as  reported  H/  R.  2906,  to  extend  the  period  for  filing 

claims  for  credit  or  refund  of  overpayments  of  income  taxes  arising  as  a  result 
of  renegotiations  of  Government  contracts,  pp.  4440^7 

18.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  3472,  to  repeal  section  1505  of  the  Social 

Security  Act  so  that  in' determining  eligibility  of  Federal  employees  for  un- 
employment  compensation  their  accrued  annual  leave  shall  bd  treated  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  State  law^ pp.  4450-1 

19.  ECONOMIC  STUDIES./ Agreed  to  without  amendment  S.  Con.  Res.  13,  to  authorize  the 

Joint  Economic  /Committee  to  make  a  special  study  relating  to  prices,  wages, 
monopolies,  iiiflation,  employment,  private  and  public  monetary  policies,  and 
economic  grjawth.  p.  4475 

20.  FEED  GRAIN".  The  Livestock  and  Feed  Grains  Subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 

mittee  Ordered  reported  to  the  full  committee  R.  5432,  to  provide  that, 
beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  price  support  shall  be  made  available  to  pro¬ 
ducers  of  oats,  rye,  barley  and  grain  sorghums,  respectively,  at  a  price  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  to  bear  the  same  ratio  to  the  support  price  of  corn 
is  the  feed  value  of  such  commodity  bears  to  that  of  corn.  p.  D199 
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21. 


FOREIGN  TRADE,  Rep.  Bailey  stated  that  a  high  portion  of  U.  S.'  declining  ex¬ 
ports  were  agriculture  products,  especially  cotton  and  criticized  those  who  Ad¬ 
vocated  aiding  Nasser  build  the  A.swan  Dam,  the  building  of  which  would  "irri¬ 
gate  2  pillion  acres  of  the  world's  finest  long  fiber  cotton  land  ..  which7  would 
eventually  destroy  the  American  cotton  export  industry  ..."  and  criticiz/d  the 
Administration  for  "total  disregard  ...  of  our  Buy  American  Act."  pp. /4476-7 


22,  EGDNOMIC  EXPANSION.  Rep.  Johnson  (Colo.)  urged  a  policy  which  would  ^secure 
adequate  economic  expansion  without  inflation,  criticized  those  arguing  for 
greater  protectionism  to  solve  unemployment,  and  criticized  the  Administration 
in  its  approach  \o  solving  inflation,  pp.  4477-84 


23.  FARM  LABOR.  Received  from  the  Labor  Department  a  proposed  biLi  "to  provide  for 
the  registration  of  \rew  leaders  in  interstate  agricultural /employment" ;  to 
Education  and  Labor  Committee,  p.  4490  7 


24.  FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERaAcE.  Received  from  the  Comptroller  General  a  report  on 
:i  bhe  audit  of  the  Foreign  wriculture  Service,  USDA,  cohering  selected  activities 
of  the  agency  to  June  30,  1^58 „  p.  4490 


25.  ALASKA.  Received  memorial  frotrk  the  Alaska  State  Legislature  urging  considera¬ 
tion  of  amendments  to  laws  affecting  interstate  ^mmerce  bo,  from,  and  within 
p. 


Alaska. 


4492 


26.  WILDERNESS.  Received  from  the  Colorado  State^Cegislature  a  memorial  urging 

Congress  to  decline  passage  of  national  wilderness  preservation  legislation, 
p.  4492  x  /- 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


27.  FUTURE  FARMERS.  Sen.  Morse  paid  tribute  to  t^je  members  of  the  Oregon  Assoc, 
of  Future  Farmers  of  America,  pp.  X2544-5 


28.  FAIR  TRADE.  Rep.  Dingell  inserte^an  article,  "Rips  New  Fair  Trade  Bill  as 
Incurably  Defective."  p.  A2538/ 

Rep.  McCormack  inserted  the^ testimony  of  a  Boston  College  professor  before 
the  H.  Interstate  and  Foreigii Commerce  Committee  discussing  fair  trade  legis¬ 
lation.  pp.  A2545-7  7  x 


d 


29.  COTTON.  Rep.  Smith,  Miss/,  inserted  an  article  by  the  executive  vice  president 
of  the  Delta  Council  oi/"the  urgent  necessity  of  an  improved  research  program 
for  cotton  ginning  am/mechanization."  pp.  A2551-2 


30.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen-  Sparkman  inserted  an  editorial,  "TVA  As\A  Business." 
pp.  A2521-2  /  \ 

Rep.  Evins  inserted  an  editorial,  "TVA  Yardstick  Works  Again \n  Measuring 
Costs."  pp.  A£552-3  \  6 

Rep.  McGovern*-  inserted  the  speech  of  the  dean  of  the  WashingtonXCathedral 
before  the  annual  meeting  of  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative^ soc. 
pp.  A2559-fyS  x 


31.  FOREIGN  j/d.  Rep.  Passman  inserted  a  copy  of  his  letter  to  his  colleague^ 
criticizing  expenditures  for  foreign  aid.  p.  A2553 

Re/.  Hays  inserted  an  article,  "Foreign  Aid  Needs  Cleaning  Up,"  charging 
was£4  in  the  program,  pp.  A2556-7  B  S 

len.  Javits  inserted  an  editorial,  "For  Mutual  Defense,"  urging  support  for 
the  mutual  security  program,  p.  A2530 
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14.  PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Crnnrrrlttee  reported  with  amendment; 

S.  91,  ho  amend  the  Act  of  Sept.  1,  1954  to  limit  to  cases  involving  the  nation¬ 
al  security  the  prohibition  on  payment  of  annuities  and  retired  pay  to  officers 
and  employees  of  the  United  States  (S-..  Rep,t»  144),  p.  4496 

15.  RECLAMATION;  FORESTRY.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  re¬ 

ported  with  amendment  S.  44,  authorizing  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  of 
— — £hs  -  ley ,  project.  California^Cnrhout  amendment  S.  72,  authorizing 

construction  of  the  Navajo  Indian  irrigation  project  and  the  initial  stage  of 
the  San  Juan-Charaa  project  as  participating  projects  of  the  Colorado  River 
storage  project;  ah^  without  amendment  S.  994,  authorizing  construction  of  the 
Spokane  Valley  proj^t,  Washington  and  Idaho,  p.  D202 

16.  NUCLEAR  ENERGY.  Received  a  resolution  from  the  Washington  Stafie  House  of 

Representatives  requesting  Congress  to  make  provision  for  tjne  inclusion  of  con¬ 
vertible  features  during  'construction  of  a  new  nuclear  reactor  at  the  Hanford 
Atomic  Products  Operation  \o  it  can  be  used  as  a  source  pu:  electrical  energy, 
p.  4496 

WILDERNESS.  Received  from  the ''Colorado  State  Legislature  a  memorial  urging 
Congress  not  to  pass  national  wilderness  preservation  legislation,  p.  4495 

18.  PUBLICATIONS.  Received  from  the  Postmaster  General  a  proposed  bill  "to  require 

information  concerning  the  average  Vf  the  numbe/  of  copies  of  each  issue  sold 
or  distributed  to  paid  subscribers to\be  included  in  sworn  statements  relating 
to  all  publications";  to  Post  Office  apd  Civj/i  Service  Committee,  p.  4494 

19.  INFORMATION.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  with  amendments  on  March  16, 

S.  355,  to  amend  title  18  of  the  U.  S.  Cp&e  so  as  to  prohibit  the  misuse  by 
collecting  agencies  of  names,  emblems,  /nd\£nsignia  to  indicate  Federal  agency 
{S.  Kept.  107).  p.  3754 

20.  UNEMPLOYMENT.  Sen.  Clark  urged  extension  of  thh  temporary  unemployment  compen¬ 
sation  program,  and  inserted  several  items  on  thp  subject,  pp.  4504-7 


J 


MS  IN  APPENDIX 


21.  AREA  REDEVELOPMENT.  Rep.  Toll/  inserted  his  testimony  ^before  the  H.  Banking  and 

Currency  Committee  in  suppo/t  of  legislation  for  Federal  assistance  to  econom¬ 
ically  depressed  areas,  pp.  A2581-2 

22.  FAIR  TRADE.  Extension  0/  remarks  of  Reps.  Alger  and  DingeiSL  discussing  and  in¬ 

serting  several  items  />n  fair  trade  legislation  for  fixing  \etail  prices  on 
trademarked  goods,  pp.  A2582,  A2583-4,  A2599,  A2601-2,  A26l\,  A2613-4,  A2621, 
A2631 

23.  CONSERVATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  inserting  and  eWlorsing  an 

article,  "The  N/ed  for  Teaching  Conservation  in  Our  Schools."  p.\A2584 

24.  FOREIGN  AID.  /Rep.  Chiperfield  inserted  an  editorial  in  support  of  out  foreign 

aid  program/  p.  A2600 

Rep.  Fulton  inserted  a  letter  from  the  president  of  the  AFL-CIO  urging 
support  for  the  mutual  security  program  "as  proposed  by  the  President." 
p.  A263] 

25.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Johnson,  Wise.,  inserted  a  statement  of  the  National  Farn^ers 

Union  supporting  the  family  farm,  foreign  trade,  parity  farm  income,  and  rural 
cooperatives,  pp.  A2602-3 


V 

26.  FARM  LABOR.  Rep.  Jensen  inserted  a  letter  from  a  fanner  explaining  "why  the 

proposed  increase  in  farm  labor  pay  would  be  detrimental  to  all  parties  con-, 
cerri^d."  p.  A2603 

^  \ 

27.  FARM  INCOME.  Rep*  Johnson,  Wise.,  inserted  an  article  defending  farmers  against 

'’misinformation"  that  consumer  food  costs  have  increased  because  of  increased 
prices.pai^i  the  farmer  for  commodipieso  pp.  A2614-5 

28.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Rep.  Pirnie  inserted  an  editorial,  "Crop  Surplus: 

Pathetic,  Fantastic,"  expressing  "a  deep  concern  regarding  the  hi^h  cost  of 
governmental  storage  of  our  mounting  farm  surpluses."  p.  A2&16 

29.  RESEARCH;  SCIENCE.  \Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Anfuso  urging/ support  for 

legislation  to  create  a  Science  and  Technology  Agency  to  incorporate  Federal 
science  agencies,  ppV  A2623-4 

30.  GRAINS.  Rep.  McGovern  inserted  an  article  paying  tribute/  to  the  general  manager 

of  the  Grain  Terminal  AssXc.  of  St.  Paul,  Minn.  pp.  A2629-31 

31.  PUBLIC  DEBT.  Rep.  King  inserted  an  article  urging  a/program  for  the  systematic! 

reduction  of  our  national  debK  p.  A2624 

32.  PRICES;  MARKETS.  Rep.  Mclntire  inserted  an  editorial,  "Pricing  Ourselves  Out 

of  Business  and  Jobs,"  criticizing\labor  union's  for  asking  for  wage  rises, 
p.  A2626 

33.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Moss  inserted  anNartrlcle,  "Central  Valley  Project  Profits 

Climb  to  Record  High."  pp.  A2626-7 

34.  TRANSPORTATION.  Rep.  Levering  inserted  an  editorial  discussing  the  advantages 

of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  in  transport at ion\and  electric  power,  pp.  A2628-9 


35. 


BILIKS  INTRODUCED 

LANDS.  H.  R.  5993,  by  Rep.  Thoyfpson,  La.,  and  H,  1^6011,  by  Rep.  McSween,  to 
permit  certain  real  property  -heretofore  conveyed  to\the  board  of  supervisors 
of  Louisiana  State  University  and  Agricultural  and  Mechanical  College  to  be 
used  for  general  education/l  purposes;  to  Government  Operations  Committee. 

H.  R.  5994,  by  Rep.  Weaver,  to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949  to/reqaire  the  disposal  of  certain  surplus  land  for  agri¬ 
cultural  use  in  family/type  farm  units;  to  Government  Operations  Committee. 

1521,  by  Sen.  Gore,  and  H.  R.  5973,  by  Rep.  Evins,  to  provide  for  the 
removal  of  the  restriction  on  use  with  respect  to  a  certain  tDact  of  land  in 
Cumberland  Count y VTenn. ,  conveyed  to  the  State  of  Tennessee  in\1938;  to 
S.  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  and  H.  Agriculture  Committ< 


36. 


1519,  by  Sen.  Langer,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act 


luities 
Lee  and 


PERSONNEL.  S. 

to  increase  to  7.\  percent  the  multiplication  factor  for  determining 
for  certairj/ Federal  employees  engaged  in  hazardous  duties;  to  Post  Ofi 
Civil  Services  Committee. 

H.  R./6012,  by  Rep.  Matthews,  to  amend  the  Annual  and  Sick  Leave  Act  ot  1951 
to  provide  that  annuai  leave  credited  to  an  employee  at  the  end  of  a  leaveVear 
m  excess  of  the  maximum  amount  which  may  be  carried  over  into  the  next  leav* 

yeay  shall  be  credited  to  the  employee's  sick  leave  account;  to  Post  Office 
Civil  Service  Committee. 
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1IGHLIGHTS :  Senate  passed  bill  to  give  REANAdministrator  authority  over  all  loans, 
louse  passed  bill  to  provide  flexibility/in  making  crop  insurance  available  to 
counties.  House  passed  over  bill  to  provide  fch^  centennial  celebration  of  estab¬ 
lishment  of  USDA  and  land-grant  colleges.  Sen,  rk^Clellan  introduced  and  discussed 
bill  to  restore  to  States  jurisdiction  over  certaitvland  used  for  Federal  purposes. 
Sen.  Hruslca  and  9  other  Senators  introduced  and  Sen.NHruska  discussed  bill  to  pro- 
)de  for  disposal  of  surplus  lapd  in  family-type  farm  units. 


SENATE 

1.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Passed,  60  to  27,  as  reported,  S.  144,  to  provide  tiiAt  the  REA 
Administrator  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Secretary  in  the  aP" 
proval/or  disapproval  of  loans  (see  Digests  49  and  50  for  complete  summary  of 
bill)/  pp.  4931,  4946-59 

ejected,  74  to  13,  an  amendment  by  Sens.  Curtis  and  Russell  which  would 
established  REA  as  an  independent  agency,  pp.  4947-9,  4958 

Rejected  a  motion  by  Sen.  Capehart  to  recommit  the  bill  to  the  Government 

Operations  Committee,  p.  4958 

2.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  the  following 

bills:  p.  4914 
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72,  without  amendment,  to  authorize  Interior  to  construct  and  maintain 
the  Navajo  Indian  irrigation  project  and  the  initial  stage  of  the  San  Juan- 
Chama  project  as  participating  projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  pfroject 

(S.  Rep\  155)  .  _ _ _ 

S.  44,  with  amendment^  to  authorize  interior  to  construct  the  San^Luis  urrit- 


of  the  Central  Valley  project,  Calif.,  and  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with 
Calif,  with  respect  to  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  unit  (S.  Rept. 
154) . 


3.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sdn.  Langer  inserted  his  statement  on  "the  lack/of  a  farm  bill," 
stating  that  "the\Senate  is  predominantly  Democratic,  2  to  l/  and  they  must 
assume  the  full  bla^ne  for  the  lack  of  the  passage  of  a  gooey  farm  bill."  pp, 
4959-60 

Sen.  Javits  discussed  his  report  to  the  people  of  New/York  in  which  he  re- 


4. 


5. 


viewed  the  farm  situation,  foreign  affairs,  and  other  matters. 


4940-6 


FORESTRY.  Sen.  Morse  expressed  his  regret  over  the  d/ath  of  Robert  Aufderheide 
supervisor  of  the  Williamente  National  Forest,  and  inserted  an  article  commend 
ing  his  service  to  forestryX  p.  4959 


PERSONNEL.  Sens.  Dirlcsen,  LausPhe,  and  others  debated  the  merits  of  proposed 
legislation  to  require  the  publrc  disclosure  at  the  names  and  salaries  of 
congressional  employees,  and  the  Xncome  and  sources  of  income  of  public  offi¬ 
cials  earning  more  than  $10,000  annually,  jpp.  4933-7 


d 


6,  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION.  Sen.  Kennedy  ufcged  the  enactment  of  legislation  to 
increase  the  coverage  and  establish  nationwide  minimum  standards  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  unemployment  compensation  bene/rts.  p.  4965 


7.  INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS.  Both  Houses  received  a  State  Department  report 
on  the  extent  and  disposition  of  u/  S.  contributions  to  international  organi¬ 
zations  for  the  fiscal  year  1958./  pp.  4914,  \999 


8.  COOPERATIVES.  Received  Minn.  Vsilley  Cooperative  >Light  &  Power  Assoc,  resolu¬ 
tions  opposing  the  enactment  ;Of  legislation  "which  would  place  prohibitive 
taxes  on  cooperatives,"  andywhich  would  change  theXjnterest  rates  on  REA 
loans,  p.  4914 


9.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Seryi  Johnson  announced  that  the  caLendar  will  be  called 
Fri.,  Apr.  10.  pp.  49)4-4 


10.  ADJOURNED  until  Fri. /Apr.  10.  p.  4965 

HOUSE 


11.  CROP  INSURANCE.  /  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  306,  to  permit  the  Crojk  Lnsurance 
Board  to  determine  when  there  is  sufficient  demand  for  crop  insur  pace  in  a 
county  to  warrant  the  program  being  established  there,  p.  4970 


12.  LIBRARY  MATERIALS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  4595,  relative  to  clarification 
of  law  providing  special  postage  rates  for  educational,  cultural,  and  library 
materials,  p.  4975 


13.  FLOOiyCONTROL.  Rep.  Dulski  stated  that  he  opposed  the  proposed  construction  of 
the/Kinzua  Dam  in  the  Allegheny  Reservoir,  contending  that  it  is  probably 
npt  a  flood  control  project  and  that  it  infringes  on  the  rights  of  the  Seneca 
Indians,  pp.  4979-80 
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April  8,  1959. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


BUr.  Ivuchel,  fromjthe  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  44] 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  to  whom  was 
referred  the  bill  (S.  44)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  California, 
to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  with  respect 
to  the  construction  and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other  purposes, 
having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  amend¬ 
ments  and  recommend  that  the  bill,  as  amended,  do  pass. 

Text  of  S.  44,  as  Amended 

The  text  of  S.  44,  as  recommended  to  be  amended,  is  as  follows: 

\  That  for  the  principal  purpose  of  furnishing  water  for  the 

*  irrigation  of  approximately  five  hundred  thousand  acres  of 

land  in  Merced,  Fresno,  and  Kings  Counties,  California, 
hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service 
area,  and  as  incidents  thereto  of  furnishing  water  for  munici¬ 
pal  and  domestic  use  and  providing  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  benefits,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  Secretary)  is  authorized  to  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  the  San  Luis  unit  as  an  integral  part 
of  the  Central  Valley  project.  The  principal  engineering 
features  of  said  unit  shall  be  a  dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near 
the  San  Luis  site,  a  forebay  and  afterbay,  the  San  Luis  Canal, 
the  Pleasant  Valley  Canal,  and  necessary  pumping  plants, 
distribution  systems,  drains,  channels,  levees,  flood  works, 
and  related  facilities.  The  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  (here- 
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inafter  referred  to  as  joint-use  facilities)  for  joint  use  with  the 
State  of  California  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  State)  shall 
be  the  dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  forebay 
and  afterbay,  pumping  plants,  and  the  San  Luis  Canal.  The 
joint-use  facilities  consisting  of  the  dam  and  reservoir  shall 
be  constructed,  and  other  joint-use  facilities  may  be  con¬ 
structed  so  as  to  permit  future  expansion;  or  the  joint-use 
facilities  shall  be  constructed  initially  to  the  capacities  neces¬ 
sary  to  serve  both  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  as 
hereinafter  provided  and  the  State’s  service  area.  In  con¬ 
structing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  San  Luis  unit,  the 
Secretary  shall  be  governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
(Act  of  June  17,  1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts  amendatory 
thereof  or  supplementary  thereto)  except  so  far  as  the  pro¬ 
visions  thereof  are  inconsistent  with  this  Act.  Construction 
of  the  San  Luis  unit  shall  not  be  commenced  until  the 
Secretary  has  (1)  secured,  or  has  satisfactory  assurance  of 
his  ability  to  secure,  all  rights  to  the  use  of  water  which  are 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  unit  and  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  this  Act,  and  (2)  received  satisfactory 
assurance  from  the  State  of  California  that  it  will  make  pro¬ 
vision  for  a  master  drainage  outlet  and  disposal  channel  for 
the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  as  generally  outlined  in  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  water  plan,  Bulletin  Numbered  3,  of  the  California 
Department  of  Water  Resources,  which  will  adequately 
serve,  by  connection  therewith,  the  drainage  system  for  the 
San  Luis  unit  or  has  made  provision  for  constructing  the 
San  Luis  interceptor  drain  to  the  Delta  designed  to  meet  the 
drainage  requirements  of  the  San  Luis  unit  as  generally  out¬ 
lined  in  San  Luis  project  report  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion  of  May  1955,  as  transmitted  to  the  Congress  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  December  17,  1956. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States,  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  an  agreement  with 
the  State  of  California  providing  for  coordinated  operation  of 
the  San  Luis  unit,  including  the  joint-use  facilities,  in  order 
that  the  State  may,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  deliver 
water  in  service  areas  outside  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  serv¬ 
ice  area  as  described  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley  Project,” 
dated  December  17,  1956.  The  Secretary  shall  not  com¬ 
mence  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  except  for  the  prepa¬ 
ration  of  designs  and  specifications  and  other  preliminary  work, 
until  the  execution  of  such  an  agreement  between  the  United 
States  and  the  State,  but  if  such  an  agreement  has  not  been 
executed  by  January  1,  1962,  and  if,  after  consultation  with 
the  Governor  of  the  State,  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
prospects  of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms  thereof  are  not 
reasonably  firm,  he  may  proceed  to  construct  and  operate  the 
San  Luis  unit  in  accordance  with  section  1  of  this  Act:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That,  if  the  Secretary  so  determines,  he  shall  report 
thereon  to  the  Congress  and  shall  not  commence  construction 
for  ninety  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  his  report  (which 
ninety  days,  however,  shall  not  include  days  on  which  either 
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the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  is  not  in  session 
because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days).  In 
considering  the  prospects  of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms  of 
the  agreement  the  Secretary  shall  give  substantial  weight  to 
any  relevant  affirmative  action  theretofore  taken  by  the 
State,  including  the  enactment  of  State  legislation  authorizing 
the  State  to  acquire  and  convey  to  the  United  States  title  to 
lands  to  be  used  for  the  San  Luis  unit  or  assistance  given  by 
it  in  financing  Federal  design  and  construction  of  the  unit. 
The  authority  conferred  upon  the  Secretary  by  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  of  this  section  shall  not,  except  as  is  otherwise  provided 
in  this  section,  be  construed  as  a  limitation  upon  the  exercise 
by  him  of  the  authority  conferred  in  section  1  of  this  Act,  but 
if  the  State  shall  agree  equitably  to  share  the  total  cost  of 
constructing  the  joint-use  facilities  and  as  a  part  of  its  share 
shall  make  available  to  the  Secretary  sufficient  funds  to  pay 
the  additional  cost  of  designing  and  constructing  the  joint-use 
facilities  so  as  to  permit  enlargement,  it  shall  have  an  irrevo¬ 
cable  right  to  enlarge  or  modify  such  facilities  at  any  time  in 
the  future,  and  a  perpetual  right  to  the  use  of  such  additional 
capacity:  Provided,  That  the  performance  of  such  work  by 
the  State,  after  approval  of  its  plans  by  the  Secretary,  shall 
be  so  carried  on  as  not  to  interfere  unduly  with  the  operation 
of  the  project  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of  this 
Act:  And  provided further ,  That  this  right  may  be  relinquished 
by  the  State  at  any  time  at  its  option. 

Sec.  3.  The  agreement  between  the  United  States  and 
the  State  referred  to  in  section  2  of  this  Act  shall  provide, 
among  other  things,  that — 

(a)  the  joint  use  facilities  to  be  constructed  by  the 
Secretary  shall  be  so  designed  and  constructed  to  such 
capacities  and  in  such  manner  as  to  permit  either  (i) 
immediate  integration  and  coordinated  operation  with 
the  State’s  water  projects  by  providing,  among  other 
things,  a  capacity  in  San  Luis  Reservoir  of  approxi¬ 
mately  two  million  one  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  and 
corresponding  capacities  in  the  other  joint-use  facilities 
or  (ii)  such  subsequent  enlargment  or  other  modifica¬ 
tion  as  may  be  required  for  integration  and  coordinated 
operation  therewith; 

(b)  the  State  shall  make  available  to  the  Secretary 
during  the  construction  period  sufficient  funds  to  pay  an 
equitable  share  of  the  construction  costs  of  any  facili¬ 
ties  designed  and  constructed  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(a)  above.  The  State  contribution  shall  be  made  in 
annual  installments,  each  of  which  bears  approximately 
the  same  ratio  to  total  expenditures  during  that  year  as 
the  total  of  the  States  share  bears  to  the  total  cost  of  the 
facilities;  the  State  may  make  advances  to  the  United 
States  in  order  to  maintain  a  timely  construction  sched¬ 
ule  of  the  joint  use  facilities  and  the  works  of  the  San 
Luis  unit  to  be  used  by  the  State  and  the  United  States; 

(c)  the  State  may  at  any  time  after  approval  of  its 
plans  by  the  Secretary  and  at  its  own  expense  enlarge  or 
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modify  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  other  facilities 
to  be  used  jointly  by  the  State  and  the  United  States,  but 
the  performance  of  such  work  shall  be  so  carried  on  as 
not  to  interfere  unduly  with  the  operation  of  the  San 
Luis  unit  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of  this 
Act; 

(d)  the  United  States  and  the  State  shall  each  pay 
annually  an  equitable  share  of  the  operation,  mainte¬ 
nance  and  replacement  costs  of  the  joint  use  facilities; 

(e)  promptly  after  execution  of  this  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  Secretary  and  the  State,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  said  agreement,  the  State  shall  convey  to  the  United 
States  title  to  any  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
which  it  then  owns  and  which  are  required  for  the  joint 
use  facilities.  The  State  shall  be  given  credit  for  the 
costs  of  these  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  toward 
its  share  of  the  construction  cost  of  the  joint  use  facili¬ 
ties.  The  State  shall  likewise  be  given  credit  for  any 
funds  advanced  by  it  to  the  Secretary  for  preparation  of 
designs  and  specifications  or  for  any  other  work  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  joint  use  facilities; 

(f)  the  rights  to  the  use  of  capacities  of  the  joint  use 
facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit  shall  be  allocated  to  the 
United  States  and  the  State,  respective^,  in  such 
manner  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon.  The  United 
States  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  right 
so  allocated,  which  shall  be  sufficient  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  section  1  of  this  Act  and  which  shall  extend 
throughout  the  repayment  period  and  so  long  thereafter 
as  title  to  the  works  remains  in  the  United  States.  The 
State  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  allo¬ 
cated  right  to  the  use  of  the  capacities  of  the  joint  use 
facilities  for  water  service  outside  the  Federal  San  Luis 
unit  service  area. 

(g)  the  Secretary  may  turn  over  to  the  State  the 
care,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  any  works  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  which  are  used  jointly  by  the  United 
States  and  the  State  at  such  time  and  under  such  con¬ 
ditions  as  shall  be  agreed  upon  bv  the  Secretary  and 
the  State; 

(h)  Notwithstanding  transfer  of  title  or  of  the  care, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  any  works  to  the  State, 
as  hereinbefore  provided,  any  organization  which  has 
theretofore  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  United 
States  under  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  for  a 
water  supply  through  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit, 
including  joint  use  facilities,  shall  continue  to  have  and 
to  enjoy  the  same  rights  which  it  would  have  had  under 
its  contract  with  the  United  States  and  the  provisions 
of  paragraph  (4)  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of  July  2,  1956 
(70  Stat.  483,  43  U.S.C.  485h-l),  in  the  absence  of  such 
transfer,  and  its  enjoyment  of  such  rights  shall  be  with¬ 
out  added  cost  or  other  detriment  arising  from  such 
transfer; 
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(i)  if  a  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the  preserva¬ 
tion  and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife  has  been  made 
as  provided  in  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946 
(60  Stat.  1080,  16  U.S.C.  662,  as  amended),  the  features 
of  the  unit  to  which  such  allocation  is  attributable  shall, 
notwithstanding  transfer  of  title  or  of  the  care,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  to  the  State,  be  operated  and 
maintained  in  such  wise  as  to  retain  the  bases  upon 
which  such  allocation  is  premised  and,  upon  failure  so 
to  operate  and  maintain  those  features,  the  amount 
allocated  thereto  shall  become  a  reimbursable  cost  to 
be  paid  by  the  State. 

Sec.  4.  In  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  a 
drainage  system  for  the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  permit  the  use  thereof  by  other  parties  under 
contracts  conforming  generally  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  with  respect  to  irrigation  repay¬ 
ment  or  service  contracts  and  is  further  authorized  to  enter 
into  agreements  and  participate  in  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  drainage  facilities  designed  to  serve  the  general  area 
of  which  the  lands  to  be  served  by  the  San  Luis  unit  are  a 
part,  to  the  extent  the  works  authorized  in  section  1  of  this 
Act  contribute  to  drainage  requirements  of  said  area.  The 
Secretary  is  also  authorized  to  permit  the  use  of  the  irriga¬ 
tion  facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  its  facilities  for 
supplying  pumping  energy,  under  contracts  entered  into 
pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  February  21,  1911  (36 
Stat.  925,  43  U.S.C.  523). 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  connection  with 
the  San  Luis  unit,  to  construct  minimum  basic  public  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  and  to  arrange  for  the  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  same  by  the  State  or  an  appropriate  local 
agency  or  organization.  The  cost  of  such  facilities  shall  be 
nonreturnable  and  nonreimbursable  under  the  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  laws. 

Sec.  6.  The  provisions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  water  deliveries  or  to  the  use  of 
drainage  facilities  serving  lands  under  contract  with  the  State 
to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside  of  the  Federal  San  Luis 
unit  service  area  described  in  the  report  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley 
project,”  dated  December  17,  1956. 

(a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  provide  Central  Valley 
project  service,  by  way  of  the  Pacheco  tunnel  route,  to  lands 
and  municipalities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz, 
and  Monterey  Counties:  Provided,  That  construction  of  the 
works  to  provide  such  service  shall  not  be  undertaken  until 
a  report  demonstrating  their  physical  and  economic  feasibil¬ 
ity  has  been  completed,  reviewed  by  the  State,  and  approved 
by  the  Secretary  and  by  the  Congress,  and  in  no  event  prior 
to  July  1,  1964,  unless,  in  the  meantime,  the  Governor  of 
the  State  of  California  shall  have  notified  the  Secretary  that 
the  State  approves  the  construction  of  such  works  by  the 
United  States. 


6  SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 


Sec.  7.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
construction  of  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including 
joint  use  facilities,  authorized  by  this  Act,  other  than  dis¬ 
tribution  systems  and  drains,  the  sum  of  $290,430,000,  plus 
such  additional  amount,  if  any,  as  may  be  required  by  reason 
of  changes  in  costs  of  construction  of  the  types  involved  in 
the  San  Luis  unit  as  shown  by  engineering  indexes.  There 
are  also  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition  thereto,, 
such  amounts  as  are  requii’ed  (a)  for  construction  of  such 
distribution  systems  and  drains  as  are  not  constructed  by 
local  interests,  and  (b)  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 
the  unit.  All  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  from  the 
State  under  this  Act  shall  be  covered  into  the  same  accounts 
as  moneys  appropriated  hereunder  and  shall  be  available, 
without  further  appropriation,  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  Act. 


Amendments  to  S.  44  (San  Luis  Bill) 

Amendments  recommended  to  S.  44  as  introduced  are  as  follows: 
Page  1,  line  5,  after  “California,”,  insert  “hereinafter  referred  to 
as  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area,”. 

Page  2,  line  8,  after  “works”,  insert  “of  the  San  Luis  unit”. 

Page  2,  beginning  line  12,  strike  “Those  joint-use  facilities  may  be 
constructed”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

The  joint-use  facilities  consisting  of  the  dam  and  reservoir 
shall  be  constructed,  and  other  joint-use  facilities  may  be 
constructed  so  as 

Page  2,  line  13,  strike  comma  and  insert  semicolon  in  lieu  thereof. 
Page  2,  beginning  line  13,  strike  “and  upon”  through  word  “con¬ 
structed”  in  line  16. 

Page  2,  line  16,  after  “or”,  insert  “the  joint-use  facilities”. 

Page  2,  line  17,  after  “both  the”,  insert  “Federal”. 

Page  2,  line  18,  after  “area”,  insert  “as  hereinafter  provided”. 
Page  3,  line  9,  strike  beginning  “or  has”  through  “San  Luis  unit” 
line_ll,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

or  has  made  provision  for  constructing  the  San  Luis  inter¬ 
ceptor  drain  to  the  Delta  designed  to  meet  the  drainage 
requirements  of  the  San  Luis  unit  as  generally  outlined  in 
San  Luis  project  report  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  of  May 
1955,  as  transmitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  December  17,  1956. 

Page  3,  line  17,  after  “the”,  insert  “Federal”;  and,  after  “San 
Luis”,  insert  “unit”. 

Page  3,  line  25,  after  “by”,  strike  “July  1,  1960”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “January  1,  1962”. 

Page  4,  line  22,  after  “State”,  insert  the  following: 

shall  agree  equitably  to  share  the  total  cost  of  constructing 
the  joint-use  facilities  and  as  a  part  of  its  share 

Page  5,  line  5,  after  “interfere”,  insert  “unduly”. 

Page  6,  line  1,  strike  “appropriate”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“equitable”. 
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Page  6,  line  16,  after  “interfere”,  insert  “unduly”. 

Page  6,  line  19,  after  “an”,  strike  “appropriate”  and  insert 
“equitable”. 

Page  7,  line  19,  after  “the”,  insert  “Federal”. 

Page  8,  line  20,  after  “U.S.C.  662),”,  insert  “as  amended,”. 

Page  10,  line  2,  after  line  2,  insert  new  section  6  as  follows: 

Sec.  6.  The  provisions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  water  deliveries  or  to  the  use  of 
drainage  facilities  serving  lands  under  contract  with  the 
State  to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside  of  the  Federal  San 
Luis  unit  service  area  described  in  the  report  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central 
Valley  Project”,  dated  December  17,  1956. 

(a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  provide  Central  Valley 
project  service,  by  way  of  the  Pacheco  Tunnel  route,  to  lands 
and  municipalities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz, 
and  Monterey  Counties:  Provided,  That  construction  of  the 
|  works  to  provide  such  service  shall  not  be  undertaken  until 
a  report  demonstrating  their  physical  and  economic  feasibil¬ 
ity  has  been  completed,  reviewed  by  the  State,  and  approved 
by  the  Secretary  and  by  the  Congress,  and  in  no  event  prior 
to  July  1,  1964,  unless,  in  the  meantime,  the  Governor  of 
the  State  of  California  shall  have  notified  the  Secretary  that 
the  State  approves  the  construction  of  such  works  by  the 
United  States. 

Page  10,  line  3,  strike  “Sec.  6”,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec.  7”. 

Explanation  of  Amendments 

For  purposes  of  clarification,  an  analysis  of  the  amendments  to 
S.  44  recommended  by  the  committee  is  as  follows: 

The  first  two  amendments  on  pages  1  and  2  are  designed  to  precisely 
define  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project  that  is  spe¬ 
cifically  authorized  by  the  bill. 

The  amendment  on  page  2,  beginning  line  12,  is  for  the  purpose  of 
emphasizing  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  a  mandate  to  con¬ 
struct  the  dam  and  reservoir  so  as  to  permit  future  expansion,  and 
kthat  such  construction  of  other  joint-use  facilities  is  permissive,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  limitations  on  appropriations  authorized  and  an  agreement 
with  the  State  of  California. 

Such  an  intention  is  made  clear  in  the  colloquy  among  members  of 
the  full  committee  at  the  executive  session  on  March  24,  1959,  which 
is  reproduced  in  the  appendix  to  this  report. 

Other  amendments  on  page  2  are  consequential  and  for  purposes 
of  clarification. 

On  page  3,  the  first  amendment  is  designed  to  insure  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  make  provision  for  adequate  drainage  requirements  for 
the  San  Luis  unit  as  proposed  in  the  report  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion.  The  second  amendment  on  page  3  is  consequential. 

On  page  3,  line  25,  the  cutoff  date  for  an  agreement  by  the  State  of 
California  to  participate  in  a  joint  venture  with  respect  to  the  San 
Luis  unit  is  extended  to  January  1,  1962. 

On  page  4,  line  22,  the  amendment  provides  that  the  State  shall 
agree  equitably  to  share  the  cost  of  the  joint-use  facilities  of  the  San 
Luis  unit. 
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Amendments  on  pages  5  and  6  are  corrective  and  consequential. 

On  page  10,  after  line  2,  a  new  section  6  is  inserted  that  deals  with 
the  application  of  the  acreage-limitation  provisions  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  law  to  lands  outside  those  under  contract  to  receive  a 
water  supply  from  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit.  Under  this  section, 
lands  receiving  water  from  State  facilities  under  State  contracts  would 
be  subject  only  to  California  law. 

(The  position  of  the  committee  is  that  the  Federal  reclamation  law 
with  respect  to  acreage  limitations  should  apply  only  to  lands  under 
contract  with  the  United  States.) 

Section  6(a)  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  provide  Central  Valley 
project  service  by  way  of  the  Pacheco  tunnel  route  to  lands  and 
municipalities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey 
Counties  in  California.  Construction  shall  not  start  until  a  feasibil¬ 
ity  report  is  approved  by  the  Congress,  unless  the  Governor  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  advises  the  Secretary  that  the  State  approves  construction  of 
the  works  by  the  United  States. 

In  any  event  the  appropriations  for  construction  authorized  by/"7 
S.  44  are  limited  to  the  figure  stated  in  section  7,  which  is  $290, 430, 000  AJ 

Background  of  Amendments 

The  amendments  recommended  by  the  committee  were  proposed 
by  the  sponsor  (Senator  Kuchel)  of  S.  44  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
cosponsor  (Senator  Engle).  The  proposals  were  analyzed  by  the 
light  of  testimony  at  public  hearings. 

The  Governor  of  California,  Hon.  Edmund  G.  Brown,  endorsed 
the  amendments  at  a  personal  appearance  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  at  a  hearing  on  March  16,  1959.  The 
Governor  also  outlined  in  detail  his  proposals  to  expedite  financing 
of  a  California  State  water  plan. 

Purpose  of  Amendments 

The  purpose  of  the  substantive  amendments  in  section  1  is  to 
clarify  provisions  of  the  bill  to  pave  the  way  for  integration  of  the 
Federal  San  Luis  unit,  Central  Valley  project,  with  the  California 
State  water  plan  under  a  public  partnership  arrangement.  This,—' 
arrangement  will  assure  full  protection  for  the  Federal  investment® 
and  at  the  same  time  evidence  cooperation  with  the  State  of  California^ 
in  the  conservation  and  development  of  its  water  resources. 

The  amendments  reflect  a  composition  of  some  of  the  major  differ¬ 
ences  among  Californians  as  to  the  Federal-State  relationship  with 
respect  to  the  Federal  program  for  the  San  Luis  unit  and  particularly 
for  paving  the  way  for  its  integration  with  the  State  water  plan. 

Adequate  protection  is  afforded  for  the  proposed  Federal  investment 
in  the  San  Luis  unit  by  the  bill  as  amended.  In  the  event  the  State 
fails  to  consummate  an  agreement  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
by  January  1,  1962,  the  Federal  program  would  proceed  with  the 
construction  of  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  with  capacity  to  serve 
the  Federal  project  area.  Limited  expenditures  for  footings  and 
other  features  of  the  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  would  permit 
increased  capacity  to  serve  areas  in  the  southern  San  Joaquin  Valley 
by  way  of  A  venal  Gap  if  authorized  by  the  Congress,  or  permit  later 
integration  with  the  Feather  River  project  of  the  State  water  plan. 
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An  earlier  agreement  between  the  Secretary  and  the  State  of 
California  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  S.  44  would,  of  course, 
expedite  the  program  that  the  committee  recommends  to  the  Senate 
in  the  form  of  S.  44. 

Sponsors  of  Bill 

S.  44  is  sponsored  by  the  senior  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Kuchel)  and  his  colleague,  Senator  Engle. 

Consideration  by  Committee 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  and,  especially  the 
Subcommittee  on  Irrigationa  and  Reclamation,  have  considered  the 
proposed  San  Luis  unit,  Central  Valley  project,  over  a  period  of  3 
years.  Hearings  were  held  on  May  11,  12,  and  14,  1956,  on  the 
proposed  San  Luis  phase  of  a  joint  development  with  the  Trinity 
project,  which  was  subsequently  authorized.  On  March  17-18,  1958, 
hearings  were  held  on  S.  1887,  which  proposed  authorization  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  only. 

The  committee  reported  favorably  on  S.  1887  and  the  Senate 
passed  the  bill  on  August  15,  1958. 

Transcripts  of  previous  hearings  and  the  committee  report  on  S. 
1887  (Rept.  No.  2202)  have  been  incorporated  in  the  record  by 
reference  and  have  been  considered  in  formulating  the  favorable 
recommendations  on  S.  44.  New'  material  developed  at  the  hearings 
on  March  16,  1959,  has  been  given  particular  attention  as  wrell  as 
discussions  at  a  subcommittee  meeting  on  March  23  and  at  a  full 
committee  session  on  March  24. 

At  the  latter  meeting,  a  colloquy  among  members  of  the  committee 
was  ordered  printed  as  a  part  of  the  hearings,  in  order  to  make  crystal 
clear  the  intent  of  the  proposed  legislation  with  respect  to  the  rela  tion- 
ship  of  the  Federal  and  State  Governments  as  to  respective  specific 
responsibilities  in  connection  with  the  development  of  San  Luis  Dam 
and  Reservoir. 

Incidentally,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  chairman  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  (Mr.  Anderson)  has  viewed  the 
San  Luis  area  from  the  air,  and  the  record  reflects  his  reactions  to  the 
worthiness  of  the  development  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Federal 
interest  and  concern  for  cooperative  development  of  water  resources 
through  irrigation. 

Description  of  San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley  Project 

The  San  Luis  unit  is  proposed  as  the  next  major  addition  to  the 
Central  Valley  project.  Its  service  area  of  approximately  half  a 
million  acres  is  located  on  the  west  side  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley 
in  California.  New  works  required  to  serve  the  area  include  the  San 
Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir,  San  Luis  Canal,  Pleasant  Valley  Canal,  and 
necessary  pumping  plants,  distribution  systems,  drains,  and  related 
works.  The  estimated  cost  of  the  main  supply  facilities  is  $290,430,- 
000,  of  which  all  but  about  $100,000  for  minimum  basic  recreation 
facilities  woidd  be  reimbursable. 

The  area  to  be  served  is  composed  of  nearly  all  class  1  or  2  land 
capable  of  growing  a  wide  variety  of  crops  if  adequate  water  is  pro¬ 
vided.  The  area  receives  less  than  10  inches  of  rainfall  per  year  and 

S.  Rept.  154,  86-1 - 2 
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has  no  appreciable  natural  surface  water  supplies.  About  three- 
fourths  of  the  area  n6w  is  irrigated  from  wells  but  the  ground  water 
is  poor  in  quality,  and  limited  in  amount.  The  wells  are  expensive 
to  develop  and  the  water  levels  have  been  receding  without  interrup¬ 
tion  for  more  than  a  decade. 

Payment  by  the  farmers  for  water  deliveries  plus  financial  assistance 
irom  the  Central  Valley  project  would  repay  the  reimbursable  portion 
ot  the  cost  of  project  works  in  50  3^ears.  A  rate  of  $7.50  per  acre-foot 
was  assumed  in  the  financial  analysis  of  the  proposed  project.  This 
rate  would  be  within  the  ability  of  the  water  users  to  pay. 

In  addition  to  the  main  water  supply  features  the  San  Luis  area 
would  require  distribution  systems,  drains,  and  some  deep  wells  The 
estimated  cost  of  these  works  is  $192,650,000.  The  local  districts 
could  unance  and  construct  these  works  by  themselves,  or  request  the 
k  ederal  Government  to  do  it.  In  the  latter  event  repavment  for  these 
works  m  40  years  would  be  required 

The  San  Luis  unit,  as  provided  in  S.  44,  can  be  constructed  for 
coordinated  operation  with  the  Feather  River  project  of  the  State  of  / 
California.  This  would  involve  building  certain  joint  features  such  * 
as  the  ban  Luis  Reservoir  and  Canal,  to  ultimate  capacities  initially 
or  providing  m  their  initial  construction  for  later  enlargement.  The 
sharing  of  the  costs  of  joint  facilities  should  result  in  savings  to  both 
the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  and  the  State  Feather  River  project. 

Correspondence  Concerning  the  San  Luis  Unit,  Central 
Valley  Project,  California 


LE1TER  TO  SENATOR  ANDERSON  FROM  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE 

INTERIOR  AANDAHL  ON  THE  LEGISLATIVE  INTENT  OF  THE  BILL  4S 
AMENDED 


I  S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 

tt  n  ,  Washington,  D.C.,  March  24,  1959. 

Hon.  Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Senator  Anderson:  The  language  of  Committee  Print  No 
1  on  S.  44  m  lines  17-20,  page  2,  provides  that  the  San  Luis  Dam  and 
Reservoir  shall  be  constructed  so  as  to  permit  future  expansion.  We 
assume  this  language  applies  to  enlargement  to  accommodate  the 
State  plan  rather  than  an  enlarged  Federal  project. 

I  am  informed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  I  agree,  that  in 
the  event  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  so  constructs  the  San  Luis  Dam 
the  provisions  to  permit  future  expansion  will  be  generally  as  follows: 

1.  Installation  of  outlet  works  in  the  initial  structure  of  suffi¬ 
cient  capacity  to  accommodate  ultimate  use  ; 

2.  Acquisition  of  lands  and  rights-of-way  to  elevations  ample 
to  accommodate  the  2,100,000-acre-foot  reservoir;  and 

3  Construction  of  those  elements  of  the  dam,  such  as  the  cut- 
oil  trench  and  the  impervious  core  that  would  be  extremely  diffi¬ 
cult  and  costly  to  modify  later,  to  specifications  that  would  serve 
the  larger  dam  structure. 
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I  am  advised  further  by  the  Bureau  that  if  provision  were  to  be 
made  for  enlargement  the  main  structure  would  not  be  constructed 
initially  to  the  base  width  necessary  for  the  higher  dam.  Several 
minor  saddle  dams  would  also  be  involved  in  construction  of  a  1  million 
acre-foot  reservoir.  These  would  be  constructed  in  the  most  econom¬ 
ical  manner  to  permit  their  later  enlargement. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Fred  G.  Aandahl, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


MEMORANDUM  TO  SENATOR  ANDERSON  CONCERNING  ASSOCIATE 
COMMISSIONER  DOMINY’s  LETTER  OF  MARCH  19 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

March  20,  1959. 

Memorandum  to  Senator  Anderson. 

I  have  reviewed  the  record  of  the  hearing  on  S.  44,  to  authorize 
the  San  Luis  unit,  Central  Valley  project,  California,  together  with 
Associate  Commissioner  Dominy’s  letter  to  you  of  March  19.  My 
particular  attention  was  directed  to  an  analysis  of  the  cost  involved 
in  the  amendments,  principally  to  section  1,  with  respect  to  the 
authorization  for  construction  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  the 
joint-use  facilities.  I  come  up  with  these  figures,  which  appear  to 
be  controlling: 

1.  The  authorization  for  appropriations  in  section  6  of  the  bill  is 
$290,430,000. 

2.  Included  in  this  total  of  $290,430,000  are:  (a)  $10,814,000  for 
footings  and  other  facilities  of  San  Luis  Dam,  whereby  the  capacity 
may  be  increased  from  1  million  acre-feet  to  2,001,000  acre-feet  (i)  if 
the  State  comes  into  the  project,  or  (ii)  if  the  service  area  of  the  San 
Luis  project  is  extended  to  the  Avanol  Gap  area  in  the  Southern 
San  Joaquin  Valley; 

(b)  $4  million  for  additional  capacity  or  facilities  at  the  Tracy 
pumping  plant,  under  either  of  the  conditions  mentioned  in  (a) ;  and 

(c)  $2,887,000  for  San  Luis  modifications  in  the  event  the  enlarge¬ 
ment  project  is  developed. 

The  total  of  these  figures  provided  for  in  the  $290,430,000  authori¬ 
zation  for  appropriations  is  $17,701,000. 

3.  This  $290,430,000  appears  to  be  an  absolute  limitation  so  far  as 
the  facilities  mentioned  with  the  respective  amounts  estimated.  Any 
additional  facilities,  such  as  further  enlargement  of  existing  canals 
or  additional  canals  would  require  reauthorization  by  the  Congress. 
It  is  estimated  that  in  event  the  State  project  comes  in,  an  additional 
$5  million  to  $8  million  would  be  required  to  finance  extra  outlet 
capacity  in  the  dam. 

4.  The  State  of  California  has  been  engaged  in  the  purchase  of  the 
right-of-way  for  the  dam  and  reservoir  and  it  has  generally  been  the 
understanding  that  it  would  make  the  contribution  of  the  cost  of  the 
right-of-way  to  its  share  of  the  additional  cost  of  the  projected 
facilities  of  the  dam  and  reservoir  in  connection  with  the  possible 
cost  of  extra  outlet  capacity  in'  the  dam,  in  the  event  the  State  comes 
into  the  project. 
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5.  Because  of  the  sharing  of  the  cost  of  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir 
and  other  joint-use  facilities,  it  is  estimated  that  the  cost  to  the 
*a™eCl  -„tates  ol  the  San  Luis  unit  wil1  })e  reduced  to  something  like 
share  mil10n  ^  $24°  milllon  because  of  the  State’s  assumption  of  its 

6.  The  best  engineering  advice  that  can  be  gotten  is  that  enlarge¬ 
ment  ol  the  San  Luis  Canal  to  accommodate  the  State’s  Feather 
River  project  would  be  infeasible.  Therefore,  the  permissive  lan- 
guage  that  the  Secretary  may  construct  joint-use  facilities,  other 
than  the  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir,  should  be  construed  to  au- 
thonze  the  Secretary  to  act  as  the  constructing  ageut  in  connection 
with  the  State  project.  The  permissive  "may,”  in  this  connection, 
is  interpreted  to  mean  just  that.  In  other  words,  a  second  canal 
as  a  part  of  the  State  project  would  be  constructed  onlv  if  the  State 
put  up  the  money  for  that  purpose. 

In  reviewing  the  transcript  and  the  Dominy  letter  of  March  19 
as  well  as  checking  personally  with  Reclamation  personnel  I  ain 
convinced  that  the  amendments  to  section  1  fully  safeguard  the  t 
maximum  authorization  of  $290,430,000  for  the  construction  of  the  ' 
federal  San  Luis  unit  as  a  maximum,  and  that  any  departures  or 
substantial  modifications  of  the  construction  items  listed  will  require 
congressional  authorization  or  approval. 

In  other  words,  the  suggestion  that  the  project  might  involve  a 
federal  expenditure  upward  of  $400  million  or  so  has  been  eliminated 
by  the  modifying  amendments  in  the  committee  print,  supplemented 
by  the  explanations  I  have  summarized  in  this  memorandum. 

Goodrich  W.  Lineweaver, 

Committee  Assistant ; 


ASSOCIATE  COMMISSIONER  DOMINY’s  LETTER  TO  SENATOR  ANDERSON 


U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Bureau  of  Reclamation, 

tt  r,  „  .  Washington,  D.C.,  March  19,  1959. 

Hon.  Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation,  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Anderson:  As  requested  during  the  March  1G 
hearing  before  your  committee  on  S.  44,  a  bill  to  authorize  the  San 
*juis  unit,  Central  Valley  project,  California,  the  following;  is  an  analy¬ 
sis  ol  the  cost  required  to  provide  in  the  initial  construction  of  the  unit 
lor  future  enlargement  of  certain  facilities 

Our  estimate  of  $290,430,000  as  the  cost  of  a  Federal  San  Luis  unit 
contains  $17,701,000  for  such  modifications  that  would  permit  enlar^e- 
ment  later  to  provide  specifically  for  irrigation  service  to  lands  addi¬ 
tional  to  those  now  included  in  the  San  Luis  unit.  This  $17  703  000 
comprises  $10  814,000  for  modification  of  the  San  Luis  Dam  and 

l  oniw8’  $4  Ti  10u  f°r  modification  of  the  pumping  plant,  and 
$2^88/, 000  for  modification  of  the  San  Luis  Canal. 

The  modifications  for  future  enlargement  of  the  reservoir  and  the 
pumping  plant  to  accommodate  the  Feather  River  project  would  be 
essentially  the  same  as  those  we  had  contemplated  to  accommodate 
expansion  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit.  Some  additional  outlet 
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•capacity  would  be  required,  which  might  raise  cost  of  the  dam  modi¬ 
fication  from  $10,814,000  to  $16  million.  Cost  of  the  pumping-plant 
modification  would  remain  at  $4  million. 

The  situation  in  respect  to  the  San  Luis  Canal,  however,  is  quite 
different.  To  expand  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  to  serve  the  A  venal 
Gap  area  would  require  a  relatively  modest  increase  in  the  capacity  of 
the  San  Luis  Canal.  This  is  true  because  of  the  ability  to  use  the 
canal  on  an  off-peak  basis  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Delta-Mendota 
is  used  for  the  San  Luis  unit.  To  accommodate  the  Feather  River 
project,  however,  would  require  doubling  the  capacity  of  the  San 
Luis  Canal  in  its  upper  reaches  and  increasing  the  capacity  by  tenfold 
in  the  lowest  reach.  There  is  no  practical  way  to  construct  this 
canal  now  for  enlargement  to  such  proportions  later  at  costs  signifi¬ 
cantly  less  than  would  be  required  for  initial  construction  to  ultimate 
capacity.  If  the  canal  is  not  constructed  originally  to  ultimate 
capacity,  it  is  our  judgment  that  the  only  feasible  alternative  would 
be  to  construct  a  second  parallel  canal  in  the  future  when  the  additional 
capacity  is  required. 

In  that,  event,  there  is  little  that  can  be  done  at  the  time  the  first 
canal  is  built  to  reduce  significantly  the  total  construction  costs  of  the 
two  canals  other  than  savings  which  might  be  effected  through  pur¬ 
chase  of  additional  right-of-way  and  provision  of  enlarged  protective 
structures. 

The  above  comprise  the  be3t  estimates  that  we  can  make  with 
available  information.  We  hope  they  are  sufficient  for  the  purposes 
of  the  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Floyd  E.  Dominy, 
Acting  Commissioner. 


LETTER  FROM  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  AANDAHL 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  16,  1959. 

Hon.  James  E.  Murray, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Murray:  This  responds  to  your  request  for  the 
views  of  this  Department  on  S.  44,  a  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley 
project,  California,  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of 
California  with  respect  to  the  construction  and  operation  of  such  unit, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

We  recommend  that  this  bill  be  enacted. 

If  its  is  enacted,  S.  44  will  permit  the  carrying  out  of  the  proposals 
made  in  this  Department’s  project-planning  report  on  the  San  Luis 
unit,  Central  Valley  project,  dated  August  1,  1956.  After  clearance 
through  the  Bureau  of  the.  Budget,  copies  of  this  report  were  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  on  December  17,  1956.  The  general  plan 
of  Federal  development  of  the  unit  was  described  in  our  report  to  your 
committee  dated  June  28,  1957,  on  S.  1887,  85th  Congress,  and  need 
not  be  repeated  in  this  report. 
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Tlie  bill  would  provide,  also,  that  certain  of  the  main  supply  works 
could  be  constructed  in  a  manner  and  to  capacities  to  permit  their 
joint  use  by  the  United  States  and  tne  State  of  California.  It  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  respect,  to  the  construction,  operation,  and  financing  of  these 
jomt-use  facilities.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  bill,  an  equitable 
division  of  the  costs  of  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of 
such  facilities  would  be  arrived  at  by  negotiation.  While  rights  to 
the  use  of  capacities  in  the  joint-use  features  would  be  similarly  the 
subject  of  negotiation  and  agreement,  subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of 
the  bill  would  require  that  the  United  States  be  unrestricted  in  its 
right  to  the  use  of  sufficient  capacities  to  serve  the  Federal  San  Luis 
unit. 


In  addition  to  favoring  the  enactment  of  legislation  authorizing  the 
construction  by  the  Federal  Government  of  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the 
Central  Valley  project,  we  support  the  concept  embraced  in  S.  44  that 
the  mam  supply  features  may  be  constructed,  pursuant  to  suitable 
af™e™nt’  .also  t0  serve  Proposed  water  developments  by  the  State 
of  California.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  bill  would  furnish 
adequate  authority  to  accomplish  both  of  these  objectives  It  would 
provide  a  legislative  framework  within  which  the  United  States  and 
the  State  could  work  out  appropriate,  mutually  acceptable  arrange¬ 
ments  for  operation  of  the  joint-use  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  so  that 
the  State  s  water  development  requirements  could  be  served  without 
adversely  affecting  the  operation  of  the  Federal  project  and  without 
any  impairment  of  the  Federal  investment.  The  provisions  of  the 
bill  properly  recognize,  we  believe,  that  such  matters  as  the  sharing 
of  costs  and  of  capacities  of  the  joint-use  works  cannot  be  deter- 
mined  by  any  fixed  statutory  formulae  but  must  be  worked  out  by 
the  contracting  parties  upon  taking  into  account  all  relevant  factors 
In  order  to  clarify  certain  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  dealing  with 
the  sharing  of  costs,  we  suggest  the  following  amendments  for  the 
committee  s  consideration: 


1.  In  place  of  the  sentence  appearing  in  lines  12  through  18,  on  page 

2,  subsitute  the  following:  "Upon  agreement  by  the  State  or  some  other 
public  agency  to  equitably  share  the  cost  as  later  provided  in  this  Act 
those  joint-use  facilities  may  be  constructed  initiallv  either  to  permit 
future  expansion  or  to  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both  the  San  Luis 
unit  service  area  and  the  State’s  service  area.” 

u  2.  In  line  22,  on  page  4,  after  the  word  "State”,  insert  the  words 
shall  agree  to  equitably  share  the  total  cost  of  constructing  the  ioint- 
use  facilities  and  as  a  part  of  its  share”. 

3.  In  lines  1  and  19,  on  page  6,  substitute  the  word  "equitable”  for 
the  word  "appropriate”. 

The  sentence  beginning  at  line  12,  on  page  2,  indicates  that  the 
j  ox.  J01njr’1 2 3jse  facilities  should  be  apportioned  ^between  the 
United  States  and  the  State  on  an  equitable  basis.  The  amendments 
suggested  above  are  designed,  first,  to  rephrase  the  language  of  that 
sentence  to  make  it  clearer  without  changing  its  meaning  in  this 

respect  and,  second,  to  make  the  other  provisions  consistent  with  that 
sentence. 

In  addition,  we  suggest  that  on  page  8,  in  line  20,  between  the 
comma  and  the  word  the”  which  follows,  there  be  inserted  the  words 
as  amended,  to  take  cognizance  of  the  recently  enacted  amend- 
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ments  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (Public  Law  85-624 
85th  Cong.). 

The  data  called  for  by  Public  Law  801,  84th  Congress,  are  attached 
for  your  information. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection 
to  the  submission  of  this  report  to  your  committee.  However,  that 
Bureau  has  requested  that  your  committee  be  advised  that  it  would 
recommend  that  the  provisions  of  S.  44  be  modified  to  provide  for 
treating  the  cost  of  minimum  basic  recreational  facilities  as  part  of 
the  overall  Federal  cost  to  be  allocated  to  the  major  purposes  of  the 
project  subject  to  the  cost-sharing  or  reimbursement  requirements 
applicable  to  such  purposes. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Fred  G.  Aandahl, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Estimated  additional  man-years  of  civilian  employment  and  expenditures  for  the  1st 
5  years  of  proposed  new  or  expanded  programs 


1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

Estimated  additional  man-years  of  civilian 
employment: 

Executive  direction: 

Executive _ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Clerical _ _ _ _ 

Total,  executive  direction..  _ 

Administrative  services  and  support: 

Accountant _ _ 

2 

2 

2 

3 

7 

6 

4 

3 
7 
6 

4 

Clerical.  _ _ _ 

Propertv  management _ _ _ 

Records  maintenance . . . 

Total,  administrative  services  and 
support. _ _ 

20 

20 

Substantive  (program): 

Engineering  aids . . 

10 

15 

5 

30 

59 

5 

30 

59 

5 

Engineers . . . . . 

Geologist _ _  _ 

Total,  substantive _ 

30 

94 

94 

Total,  estimated  additional  man- 
years  of  civilian  employment . 

Estimated  additional  expenditures: 

Personal  services _ 

32 

116 

116 

200,000 

2, 450, 000 

700,000 

9, 000,000 

700,000 
32, 000, 000 

All  other. _ _ _  . 

Total,  estimated  additional  expendi¬ 
tures _ _ 

2, 650, 000 

9,700,000 

32, 700, 000 

LETTER  FROM  PHILLIP  S.  HUGHES,  BUREAU  OF  THE  BUDGET 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  12,  1959. 

Hon.  James  E.  Murray, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  January 
19,  1959,  requesting  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  S.  44,  a 
bill,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San 
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Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  the  State  of  California  with  respect  to  the  construction 
and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  bill  would  authorize  Federal  construction  of  the  San  Luis 
irrigation  development  in  California,  and  would  permit  participation 
by  the  State  of  California  in  the  financing,  construction,  and  operation 
of  the  project  under  a  partnership  arrangement. 

Section  5  of  the  bill  woidd  authorize  Federal  construction  of  mini¬ 
mum  basic  recreational  facilities  on  a  nonreimbursable  basis.  We 
believe  that  the  costs  of  such  facilities  should  be  treated  as  part  of 
the  overall  Federal  costs  and  allocated  to  the  major  purposes  of  the 
project  subject  to  the  cost-sharing  or  reimbursement  requirements 
applicable  to  such  purposes.  Accordingly,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
would  recommend  that  the  bill  be  amended  to  delete  the  last  sentence 
of  section  5. 


Subject  to  modification  of  the  bill  as  indicated  above,  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  would  recommend  enactment  of  S.  44. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Phillip  S.  Hughes, 

Assistant  Director  for  Legislative  Reference. 


APPENDIX 


(The  following  colloquy  at  an  executive  session  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  on  March  24,  1959,  was  ordered 
to  be  printed  as  an  appendix  to  the  committee  report  on  S.  44,  to 
authorize  the  San  Luis  unit,  Central  Valley  project,  California:) 

STATEMENT  BT  SENATOR  ANDERSON 

Senator  Anderson.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  come  to  a  third  bill, 
which  is  S.  44,  to  authorize  the  San  Luis  unit,  Central  Valley  project, 
California,  I  guess  we  should  allow  Senator  Kuchel  to  speak  about. 

I  do  want  to  say  for  myself  that  the  San  Luis  unit  is  one  which  I 
had  the  privilege  of  carefully  inspecting  because  it  involved  a  total 
of  $290  million  as  a  Federal  undertaking  alone,  and,  if  combined  with 
the  State  project,  involved  a  total  of  $480  million.  I  thought  a 
project  that  ran  nearly  half  a  billion  dollars  was  one  I  wanted  to  see 
myself,  if  I  could  do  so. 

I  have  been  not  only  all  over  the  area  where  the  canals  are  to  be 
constructed  but  I  have  gone  to  the  Tracy  pumping  plant.  I  have 
followed  the  Delta-Mendota  Canal  up  to  the  spot  where  water  will 
be  taken  from  it  and  put  into  a  lift  that  would  raise  it  up  into  the 
San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir.  I  have  flown  around  the  area  of  the 
San  Luis  Reservoir  and  then  returned  and  followed  the  canal  line 
on  down  into  the  area  which  would  eventually  take  the  water  probably 
down  to  Los  Angeles  if  the  large  State  project  is  constructed,  or  perhaps 
into  the  Kern  County  area  or  something  of  that  nature. 

But  at  least  I  can  say  I  have  been  over  the  project.  I  want  to  put 
into  the  record  that  I  endorse  the  project  strongly,  that  I  completely 
endorse  this  bill,  and  that  I  hope  it  may  be  reported  to  the  Senate  as 
unanimously  by  this  committee  this  year  as  it  was  last  year. 

It  passed  the  Senate  last  year  after  some  discussion.  It  is  a  better 
project  this  year  than  it  was  last  year  because  every  year  you  delay 
the  construction  of  works  of  this  nature,  the  more  desperate  the 
situation  becomes  as  to  certain  additional  works  that  may  be  con¬ 
structed  in  the  future. 

I  am  referring,  for  example,  to  the  groups  who  were  represented 
here. 

It  is  a  strange  thing  for  a  person,  like  me  from  an  area  that  is  devoid 
of  water  in  certain  spots  to  find  a  State  like  California  that  has  got 
too  much  of  it  in  spots.  Under  this  situation,  it  needs  to  bring  the 
water  up  and  put  it  into  a  large  reservoir  and  then  possibly  take  it 
out  of  the  other  end  of  that  reservoir  and  pour  it  down  into  another 
area  for  use  on  the  lands  that  are  involved  in  that  irrigation  project. 

This  is  a  sample  of  intelligent  planning  on  the  part  of  the  Federal 
Government  plus,  I  think,  good  planning  on  the  part  of  the  State  of 
California. 
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I  use  the  word  “good”  only  because  California  has  not  yet  com¬ 
pletely  joined  in  this  San  Luis  project.  When  it  does  and  takes  its 
share  of  it,  I  think  it  will  be  an  extremely  fine  project. 

I  am  happy,  of  course,  to  yield  to  my  good  friend  from  California 
who,  with  Senator  Engle,  has  worked  hard  to  bring  out  a  bill  on  which 
the  State  of  California  finds  itself  in  general  agreement. 

I  would  like  the  record  to  show  that,  as  chairman  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation,  I  would  commend  the  two 
California  Senators  who  put  in  a  lot  of  time  on  this  bill,  and  helped  us 
by  avoiding  a  fight  over  the  distribution  of  this  water  by  putting  in 
language  that  I  think  is  satisfactory  to  all  concerned. 

Senator  Kuchel,  I  am  glad  to  give  you  the  floor. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Once  again  I  am  grateful  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  for  the  monumental  assistance  he  has  given 
to  the  people  of  California  in  an  attempt  to  make  progress  and  to 
solve  this  continuing  basic  problem  of  water. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  wonder  if  I  could  be  excused  because  there 
may  be  discussion  of  the  amendments  and  I  would  like  to  be  reported, 
Mr.  Chairman,  as  voting  in  favor  of  all  these  amendments.  I  hope 
that  there  will  go  into  the  record  this  language  with  an  explanation 
of  why.it  is  going  in,  and  I  would  like  very  much  to  be  recorded  as 
voting  in  favor  of  the  bill,  if  I  may,  on  the  final  report. 

Mr.  Lineweaver.  You  mean  the  amendments  in  the  committee 
print? 

Senator  Anderson.  Yes. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  And  no  others? 

Senator  Anderson.  No  others. 

I  think,  for  the  record,  I  had  better  say  what  my  problem  has  been. 

I  would  like  to  see  the  project  developed  so  that  the  State  can  join 
with  it.  Therefore,  I  would  like  to  see  the  dam,  when  the  first  con¬ 
struction  is  done  on  it,  built  so  it  later  could  fit  into  the  State  plan 
and  the  reservoir  have  a  capacity  of  2,100,000  acre-feet  of  stoi’age 
rather  than  1  million  acre-feet  of  storage  as  planned  for  the  San  Luis 
unit  alone.  But  I  would  not  want  to  commit  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  build  a  big  dam  unless  the  State  of  California  was  going  to 
put  up  its  share. 

QUESTION  BY  SENATOR  O’MAHONEY 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Are  those  figures  to  be  in  the  report? 

Senator  Anderson.  The  report  is  going  to  be  worked  out  to  show 
that  the  bill  authorizes  a  $290  million  project,  which  includes 
$10,800,000  for  the  basis  for  enlargement  of  the  foundations  and  foot¬ 
ings  for  the  dam.  That  is  what  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  recom¬ 
mended,  and  that  is  what  I  think  this  committee  would  be  wise 
to  do. 

There  is  no  disagreement  between  Senator  Kuchel  and  myself. 
The  only  misunderstanding  was  as  to  language.  I  believe  the  best 
way  to  clarify  the  language  is  by  the  report. 

I  might  say  to  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  I  hope  he  takes  a  good 
look  at  the  report,  too,  because  it  is  going  to  be  shown  by  Senator 
Kuchel  to  Senator  Allott.  I  made  a  commitment  to  Senator  Allott 
that  he  would  have  a  chance  to  look  at  the  language.  It  is  going  to 
be  seen  by  Senator  Bible,  and  I  would  be  very  happy  if  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  would  take  a  look  at  it  also. 
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STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  O’MAHONEY 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  I  notice  that  on  page  2,  lines  17  and  18,  the 
amendment  contains  the  alternative  language  which  was  suggested  by 
Senator  Kuchel  at  the  last  meeting  when  this  was  discussed,  by  sub¬ 
stituting  for  “the  joint-use  facilities”  the  words  “the  joint-use  facilities 
consisting  of  the  dam  and  reservoir  shall  be  constructed  and  its  joint- 
use  facilities  may  be  constructed  so  as  to  permit  future  expansion.” 

That  seems  to  meet  all  the  objections  that  were  raised  at  that  time. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  surely  appreciate  that  statement  from  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  But  I  notice  this  is  the  Committee  Print  No. 
1.  The  print  we  had  at  our  last  meeting  showed  amendments.  So 
is  this  not  Committee  Print  No.  2? 

Senator  Anderson.  This  is  the  same  text,  I  think. 

STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  KUCHEL 

Senator  Kuchel.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  also  my  good 
friend,  the  able  senior  Senator  from  Wyoming,  for  participating  in  the 
hearings  and  in  helping  to  eliminate  the  question  which  arose  when 
we  did  have  the  hearings  a  couple  of  weeks  ago. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill,  in  effect,  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project. 
That  unit  is  to  become  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project, 
which  is  a  Federal  reclamation  project  operating  in  the  two  great 
valleys  of  California.  Meanwhile,  the  people  of  the  State,  through 
then.'  State  government,  have  gone  forward  in  the  development  of 
plans  for  a  series  of  water  projects  to  be  developed  and  built  by  the 
State  to  bring  supplemental  water  to  those  areas  which  need  it  by 
reason  of  the  tremendous  increase  in  population  in  my  State. 

The  State  water  plan,  as  conceived  by  the  State  government,  is  an 
$11  billion  undertaking.  A  portion  of  the  State  water  plan  is  termed 
the  Feather  River  project.  In  a  word,  a  State  project  by  which 
supplemental  northern  water  would  be  transported  over  the  moun¬ 
tains  or  around  the  coastline  of  Santa  Barbara  and  Ventura  Counties 
into  all  the  areas  of  southern  California,  to  be  used  in  the  main,  of 
course,  for  supplying  supplemental  water  for  people  and  for  industry 
as  well  as  for  agriculture. 

These  two  great  projects,  one  a  Federal  project  and  one  a  State 
project,  would  cross  at  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  site.  Here  is  one 
instance  where  the  Supreme  Being  saw  fit  to  place  in  the  mountains 
at  San  Luis  an  admirable  site  for  a  storage  reservoir. 

Thus,  working  together,  the  people  representing  the  State  and  the 
people  representing  the  Federal  Government  conceived  the  idea  of  an 
integrated  reservoir  which  would  supply  storage  needs  for  both  the 
Federal  reclamation  project  and  the  State  project. 

Thus,  as  has  been  previously  suggested  by  the  Senators  from  New 
Mexico  and  Wyoming,  this  legislation  would  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  construct  a  dam  of  the  size  necessary  for  the  Federal 
project  but  upon  a  foundation  large  enough  and  strong  enough  to 
permit  subsequent  enlargement  so  that  the  State,  paying  for  that 
enlargement,  would  be  able  to  utilize  the  storage  reservoir  as  a  part 
of  the  Feather  River  project  when  it  comes  into  being. 
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Senator  Bible.  What  is  the  date  by  which  they  must  meet  that 
agreement? 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  bill  provides  that  the  agreement  must  be 
reached  by  the  1st  day  of  January  1962.  In  the  interim  period  of 
time  a  general  election  will  have  been  held.  The  State  legislature 
now  is  in  its  general  session. 

The  Governor  of  California,  appearing  and  testifying  in  favor  of 
the  legislation  here  before  us,  indicated  that  he  had  complete  optimism 
that  the  legislature  would  proceed  with  the  required  State  legislation 
to  implement  this  bill.  Beyond  that  he  expects  the  State  to  pass  such 
legislation  as  would  require  the  people’s  approval  to  raise  those  moneys 
by  a  bond  issue  which  would  be  necessary  to  carry  on  the  Feather 
River  project. 

In  connection  with  the  statement  I  made  just  a  moment  ago  about 
the  Secretary’s  authority  to  construct  this  dam  and  to  construct  it  in 
a  fashion  to  permit  subsequent  enlargement,  I  would  like  to  read  the 
letter  of  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Aandahl,  which  was  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  committee  at  the  committee’s  request: 

"Dear  Senator  Anderson:  The  language  of  Committee  Print 
No.  1  on  S.  44  in  lines  17  to  20,  page  2,  provides  that  the  San  Luis 
Dam  and  Reservoir  shall  be  constructed  so  as  to  permit  future  ex^ 
pansion.  We  assume  this  language  applies  to  enlargement  to  accom¬ 
modate  the  State  plan  rather  than  an  enlarged  Federal  project. 

“I  am  informed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  I  agree,  that 
in  the  event  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  so  constructs  the  San  Luis 
Dam,  the  provisions  to  permit  future  expansion  will  be  generally  as 
follows : 

‘T.  Installation  of  outlet  works  in  the  initial  structure  of  sufficient 
capacity  to  accommodate  ultimate  use, 

“2.  Acquisition  of  lands  and  rights-of-way  to  elevations  ample  to 
accommodate  the  2,100,000  acre-foot  reservoir,  and 

"3.  Construction  of  those  elements  of  the  dam,  such  as  the  cutoff 
trench  and  the  impervious  core  that  would  be  extremely  difficult  and 
costly  to  modify  later,  to  specifications  that  would  serve  the  larger 
dam  structure. 

“I  am  advised  further  by  the  Bureau  that  if  provision  were  to  be 
made  for  enlargement  the  main  structure  would  not  be  constructed 
initially  to  the  base  width  necessary  for  the  higher  dam.  Several 
minor  saddle  dams  would  also  be  involved  in  construction  of  a  1  million 
acre-foot  reservoir.  These  would  be  constructed  in  the  most  eco¬ 
nomical  manner  to  permit  their  later  enlargement.” 

1  want,  of  coarse,  that  that  be  made  a  part  of  the  report  at  this 
point  so  that  the  intent  by  which  this  legislation  would  be  considered 
here  and,  I  hope  in  the  Congress  generally,  would  be  clear  and  un¬ 
mistakable. 

The  bill  thus  provides  for  a  contract  to  be  entered  into  with  the 
State  under  which  the  dam  to  a  capacity  of  2,100,000  acre-feet  would 
be  constructed.  It  provides  for  the  transfer  of  title  of  the  necessary 
real  property  interests  from  the  State  to  the  Federal  Government, 
and  it  has  adequate  and  reasonable  provision  for  operation  of  the 
reservoir. 

This,  Mr.  Chairman,  represents,  I  think,  an  admirable  type  of  co¬ 
operation  between  the  two  levels  of  government,  Federal  and  State. 
It  provides  for  an  equitable  cost  sharing  between  them.  It  also  pro- 
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vides  that  if  the  State  were  to  be  unable  to  come  into  any  agreement, 
then  the  Secretary,  as  a  Federal  project  alone,  would  commence  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project,  but  in  no  event  should  such  construction 
commence  until  90  days  after  the  Secretary  has  reported  to  the 
Congress. 

This  legislation  has  been  approved  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  the  Budget  Bureau,  the  Governor  of  California  and,  in  es¬ 
sence,  by  this  committee  and  by  the  Senate  last  year. 

I  want  to  say  very  frankly  that,  in  my  judgment,  the  reason  that 
this  long  overdue  legislation  has  not  previously  been  written  into  law 
by  the  Congress  has  been  because  of  a  sectional  dispute,  sometimes 
bitter,  between  people  in  the  north  of  my  State  and  people  in  the 
south.  But  I  am  delighted  to  tell  you  that,  as  a  result  of  a  series  of 
conferences  in  which  I  participated  last  week  or  the  week  before  last, 
the  people  representing  the  various  sections  of  the  State  have  agreed 
to  urge,  on  a  unanimous  basis,  favorable  consideration  of  this  legis¬ 
lation  by  the  Congress. 

Two  more  things  ought  to  be  mentioned. 

An  amendment  was  proposed  by  both  the  Senators  from  California, 
which  is  in  the  bill  now  before  us,  to  make  crystal  clear  that  reclama¬ 
tion  law  will  apply  to  all  waters  flowing  from  San  Luis  Dam  which 
serve  the  Federal  Central  Valley  project,  and,  further,  that  State  law 
and  State  law  alone  shall  govern  the  use  to  which  the  waters  may  be 
put  which  flow  from  the  San  Luis  Dam  into  the  State  system. 

One  more  thing. 

As  Senator  Anderson  suggested,  the  bill  also  authorizes  the  Secretary 
to  provide  supplemental  water  service  to  the  lands  and  municipalities 
in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz  and  Monterey  Counties. 

I  recall  with  pleasure  that  my  friend  from  Idaho,  the  able  junior 
Senator  from  that  State,  matriculated  at  Stanford.  That  area,  he 
will  recall,  is  in  exceedingly  dire  stiaits  now  from  the  standpoint  of 
supplemental  water,  and  this  would  recognize  that  responsibility. 
It  would  further  provide,  however,  that  no  construction  of  such 
additional  facilities  should  be  undertaken  until  feasibility  has  been 
determined,  and,  beyond  that,  that  the  Governor  of  California  shall 
have  notified  the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  the  State  approves 
such  works  of  construction. 

Aside  from  those  amendments  which  I  have  commented  on,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  balance  of  the  amendments,  I  think  I  may  say  in  all 
truthfulness,  are  technical  in  character  where  they  differ  from  the 
bill  as  it  was  approved  last  year. 

QUESTION  BY  SENATOR  BIBLE 

Senator  Bible.  The  overall  cost  of  the  project  is  $290  million;  is 
that  correct? 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  overall  cost  to  the  Federal  Government 
would  be  approximately  $290  million,  and  that  would  be  the  ceiling 
which  would  be  placed  on  this  present  legislation. 

Senator  Bible.  Does  that  include  the  larger  cost  for  the  footings? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes;  it  does. 

Senator  Bible.  That  is  an  additional  $10  million,  the  footings  for 
a  larger  dam? 
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Senator  Kuciiel.  Yes;  in  round  figures.  $10,814,000;  almost 
$11  million  for  the  footings  and  other  facilities  of  the  dam. 

^r-  Lineweaver.  Senator  Kuchel,  you  may  desire  to  state  that 
should;  the  State  and  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Reclamation  work  out 
this  joint  contract,  the  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  would  probably 
be  reduced  to  $250  million,  ft. 

Senatoi  Ivuchel.  And  is  that  included  in  your  memorandum  of 
yesterday,  Goodrich? 

Mr.  Lineweaver.  No,  sir;  but  it  was  stated  at  the  hearing 

Senator  Kuchel.  By  the  Department  of  the  Interior? 

Mr.  Lineweaver.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  that  is  important,  and  I  thank  you  for  it. 

FURTHER  QUESTION  BY  SENATOR  o’MAHONEY 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  May  I  ask  you,  Senator,  if  this  letter  of 
Secretary  Aandahl,  dated  March  24,  1959,  which  you  have  just  read 
mto  the  record,  was  written  on  the  basis  of  this  document  which  we 
call  Committee  Print  No.  1?  This  is  the  precise  one  that  he  had 
belore  him? 

The  reason  I  ask  that  question  is  because  in  the  opening  sentence 
it  is  not  altogether  clear  that  he  is  referring  to  this  specific  amendment. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  will  answer  that,  Senator,  unequivocally  That 
is,  however,  the  fact. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  That  is  what  I  thought. 
a  is  y°ui  understanding  that  these  subparagraphs  in  Secretary 

Aandahl  s  letter,  labeled  “1,  2,  and  3,”  constitute  the  type  of  dam 
and  reservoir  construction  which  is  meant  by  the  amendatory  lan- 
guage  the  joint-use  facilities  consisting  of  the  dam  and  reservoir 
shall  be  constructed”? 

Senator  Kuchel.  It  is,  without  any  reservation  at  all. 

senator  O  Mahoney.  And  then  I  notice  from  the  remaining  phrase 
of  that  opening  part,  the  new  sentence  reads  as  follows:  “and  other 
joint-use  facilities  may  be  constructed  so  as  to  *  *  *.” 

Now  the  use  of  the  word  “may”  there  has  been  followed,  I  assume 
because  the  construction  of  these  other  joint-use  facilities  is  dependent 
upon  the  agreement  with  the  State. 

Senator  Kuchel.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Then  in  line  23  of  page  2  there  is  amendatory 
language  consisting  of  the  words  “or  the  joint-use  facilities,”  and  it 
says:  or  the  joint-use  facilities  shall  be  constructed  initially  to  the 
capacities  necessary  to  serve  both  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service 
area  and  the  State’s  service  area  as  hereinafter  provided.” 

The  words  ‘hereinafter  provided”  are  amendatory  words? 

benator  Kuchel.  Yes,  indeed. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  And  that,  likewise,  is  intended  to  make  it 
clear  that  the  obligation  of  the  Federal  Government  to  build  these 
additional  joint-use  facilities  is  dependent  on  the  agreement  with  the 
Stater 

Senator  Kuchel.  Precisely. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Then  on^page  4  there  is  no  amendment,  but 
there  is  a  proviso  beginning  in  line  19  which  reads  as  follows:  “Pro- 
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vided ,  That,  if  the  Secretary  so  determines,” —  that  is  to  say  that  he 
determines  that  the  prospects  for  agreement  with  the  State  are  not  rea¬ 
sonably  firm — “he  shall  report  thereon  to  the  Congress  and  shall  not 
commence  construction  for  ninety  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  his 
report  (which  ninety  days,  however,  shall  not  include  days  on  which 
either  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  is  not  in  session  be¬ 
cause  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days).” 

There  appears  to  be  no  language  to  indicate  why  that  90-day 
calendar  period  is  provided.  Is  it  the  intention  to  give  to  Congress 
90  days  in  which  to  reexamine  the  matter  and  the  failure  of  the  State 
to  enter  into  a  joint  contract? 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  will  say  “Yes,”  but  I  will  say  more  than  that. 

This  is,  without  any  question  of  a  doubt,  an  authorization  for  the 
construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Central 
Valley  project.  It  is  the  hope  and  it  is  the  belief  of  those  who  sponsor 
the  bill  that  the  State  will  join  in  the  development,  and  that  the  San 
Luis  will  be  an  integrated  reservoir  of  twice  the  capacity  which  the 
Federal  construction  alone  would  envisage. 

The  90-day  provision  was  added  a  year  ago  in  an  attempt  to  indi¬ 
cate  to  the  people  in  the  House  of  Representatives  the  desire  on  the 
part  of  the  sponsors  of  this  legislation  in  the  Senate  a  fairness  in  which 
that  additional  period  would  be  given  for  any  activity  by  Congress 
which  Congress  might  deem  appropriate. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Would  that  include  a  decision  not  to  proceed 
because  the  State  had  not  made  the  contract? 

Senator  Kuchel.  By  repeal  legislation ;  yes,  sir. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  In  other  words,  that  is  the  intention  of  it? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Precisely. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  And  on  page  5,  line  16,  of  Committee  Print 
No.  1,  the  word  “it”  refers  to  the  State,  does  it  not?  “*  *  *  it  shall 
have  an  irrevocable  right  to  enlarge  or  modify  such  facilities  at  any 
time  *  *  *”? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Then  why  is  the  word  “unduly”  inserted  in 
line  21  ?  “Provided,  That  the  performance  of  such  work  by  the  State, 
after  approval  of  its  plans  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  so  carried  on  as 
not  to  interfere  unduly  with  the  operation  *  * 

That  is  an  amendment,  that  word  “unduly”? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  and  I  think  that  was  recommended  so  that, 
while  it  is  clear,  I  think,  that  any  such  performance  of  work  would  to 
some  extent,  however  minor,  interfere  with  the  operation,  that  it  was 
not  that  minor  interference  which  the  Congress  wished  to  disregard, 
but,  rather - 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Do  you  have  a  statement  to  that  effect  in 
the  report? 

Senator  Kuchel.  At  this  point,  Mr.  Lineweaver,  may  I  suggest, 
so  there  will  be  no  misunderstanding,  in  answer  to  the  question  of  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming,  that  we  indicate  why  the  word  “unduly”  on 
page  5,  line  21  was  put  in  there  along  the  lines  indicated. 

Mr.  Lineweaver.  Yes,  sir.  The  word  “unduly”  was  suggested  in 
order  to  protect  the  Federal  operations. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Thank  you  very  much,  Senator. 
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Senator  Church.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say  it  was  my 
pleasure  to  sit  in  on  the  meeting  of  the  subcommittee  at  the  time  this 
project  was  explored  last  week,  to  hear  the  many  witnesses  that  the 
State  of  California  brought  to  Washington  to  testify.  I  was  very 
much  impressed  at  the  time  with  the  excellence  of  the  project,  with 
the  example  it  gives  of  the  possibility  of  effective  collaboration  between 
the  State  government  and  the  Federal  Government,  and  also  with  the 
probing  questions  that  were  addressed  to  the  text  of  the  bill  by  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Wyoming.  I  think  he  rendered  a 
very  real  service  in  strengthening  the  language,  in  clarifying  points 
that  were  obscure  and  subject  to  serious  question,  and  that  his  work 
is  reflected  in  the  final  text  as  it  appears  before  the  whole  committee 
today. 

I  commend  him  for  that  and  also  the  senior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  for  the  excellent  summation  he  has  given  the  committee. 

I  think  it  is  a  very  worthy  project,  and  I  would  like  to  move  that 
the  committee  report  it  out  favorably. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  gratefully  appreciate  what  my  friend  has  said, 
and  I  want  to  join  with  him  in  his  comments  with  respect  to  my 
friend  from  Wyoming  because  he  did  perform  an  invaluable  service. 
Beyond  that  let  me  say  this  is  an  example,  I  think,  of  where  partner¬ 
ship  between  two  public  agencies  represents  a  real  opportunity  for 
progress  and  a  real  example  which  I  hope  will  be  followed  in  other 
instances. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  I  think  it  stands  a  very,  very  fine  chance  of 
establishing  a  very  fine  precedent. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Once  again  I  think  my  friend  from  Wyoming. 

Let  me  second  the  motion,  and,  in  doing'so,  say  that  I  look  forward, 
to  the  help  of  you  gentlemen  on  the  floor.  The  bill  did  pass  a  year  ago. 
I  would  like  to  see  it  pass  again,  and  then,  more  important,  I  would 
like  and  hope  that  this  time  it  might  pass  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Senator  Carroll.  Just  one  question,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Church  mentioned  the  hearings  of  last  week  or  the  week 
before. 

Is  there  ample  testimony  in  the  record,  in  our  reports?  This  is  a 
large  sum  of  money,  and  I  think  it  would  be  wise  for  us  to  have  the 
testimony  of  last  week,  or,  if  necessary,  incorporate  the  testimony 
from  other  hearings. 

Do  you  think  there  is  adequate  testimony  in  the  testimony  now? 

Senator  Kuchel.  Yes,  I  do,  although  we  have  copies  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  of  last  year  available  which  were  incorporated  in  our  proceedings 
by  reference.  I  think  a  fairly  clear  picture  was  developed  in  our 
hearings  this  year. 

Mr.  Lineweaver.  May  I  just,  for  Senator  Carroll’s  information, 
say  that  the  previous  hearings — last  year  and  the  year  before — were 
incorporated  in  the  record  last  week  by  reference,' so  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  the  complete  story. 

Senator  Kuchel.  May  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  in  the  report 
of  S.  44  there  be  included  the  colloquy  which  occurred  this  morning 
between  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming, 
the  Senator  from  Idaho,  the  Senator  from  Colorado,  and  the  Senator 
from  California? 
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The  Chairman.  It  is  so  ordered. 

You  have  heard  the  motion.  Those  in  favor  of  reporting  S.  44 
signify  by  saying  “Aye?” 

Opposed? 

The  “Ayes”  have  it,  and  it  is  reported  unanimously  with  the 
amendments. 

Senator  Kuchel  will  make  the  report. 

Senator  O’Mahoney.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand  that  the  request 
of  the  Senator  from  California  for  inclusion  in  the  report  covers  the 
interrogation  of  the  Senator  by  me  also. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Oh,  yes;  let  us  be  a  little  liberal  on  that. 

The  Chairman.  The  entire  colloquy  will  be  printed  as  an  appendix 
to  the  report  on  S.  44. 
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Calendar  No.  141 


86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 

[Report  No.  154] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

<  i 

January  9  (legislative  day,  January  8),  1959 

Mr.  Kuchel  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Engle)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which 
was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs 

April  8, 1959 

Reported  by  Mr.  Kuchel,  with  amendments 
[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


S.  44 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San 
Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  with  respect 
to  the  construction  and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  for  the  principal  purpose  of  furnishing  water  for  the 

4  irrigation  of  approximately  five  hundred  thousand  acres  of 

5  land  in  Merced,  Fresno,  and  Kings  Counties,  California,  here- 

6  inafter  referred  to  as  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area, 

7  and  as  incidents  thereto  of  furnishing  water  for  municipal  and 

8  domestic  use  and  providing  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 


I 


2 


1  benefits,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred 

2  to  as  the  Secretary)  is  authorized  to  construct,  operate,  and 

3  maintain  the  San  Luis  unit  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Central 

4  Valley  project.  The  principal  engineering  features  of  said 

5  unit  shall  be  a  dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis 

6  site,  a  forebay  and  afterbay,  the  San  Luis  Canal,  the  Pleas- 

7  ant  Valley  Canal,  and  necessary  pumping  plants,  distribution 

8  sj^steins,  drains,  channels,  levees,  flood  works,  and  related 

9  facilities.  The  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  (hereinafter 

10  referred  to  as  joint-use  facilities)  for  joint  use  with  the  State 

11  of  California  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  State)  shall  be 

12  the  dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  forebav 

13  and  afterbay,  pumping  plants,  and  the  San  Luis  Canal.  These 

14  joint  use  facilities  may  be  constructed  to  permit  future 


-  * «  1  •  '  '  •  .  , 

15  expansion,-  and  upon  agreement  by  the  State  or  seme  ether 

3  6  pubbe  agency  to  equitably  share  the  costs  as  later  provided  in 
17  this  -Aeb  shall  either  be  se  constructed  er  The  joint-use  facili- 


18  ties  consisting  of  the  darn  and  reservoir  shall  he  constructed, 

19  and  other  joint-use  facilities  may  he  constructed  so  as  to 

20  permit  future  expansion;  or  the  joint-use  facilities  shall  be 

21  constructed  initially  to  the  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both 

22  the  L  ederal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  and  the  State’s  service 
"3  area  as  hereinafter  provided.  In  constructing,  operating, 

24  and  maintaining  the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  shall  be 

25  governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17, 
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1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supple¬ 
mentary  thereto)  except  so  far  as  the  provisions  thereof  are 
inconsistent  with  this  Act.  Construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
shall  not  be  commenced  until  the  Secretary  has  (1)  secured, 
or  has  satisfactory  assurance  of  his  ability  to  secure,  all  rights 
to  the  use  of  water  wliich  are  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  the  unit  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  this 
Act,  and  (2)  received  satisfactory  assurance  from  the  State 
of  California  that  it  will  make  provision  for  a  master  drainage 
outlet  and  disposal  channel  for  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  as 
generally  outlined  in  the  California  water  plan,  Bulletin  Num¬ 
bered  3,  of  the  California  Department  of  Water  Resources, 
which  will  adequately  serve,  by  connection  therewith,  the 
drainage  system  for  the  San  Luis  unit  or  has  otherwise  made 
provision,  in  accordance  with  scetion  4  of  this  Aet,  for  meet- 
ing  the  drainage  requirements  of  the  San  Luis  unit  or  has 
made  provision  for  constructing  the  San  Luis  interceptor 
drain  to  the  delta  designed  to  meet  the  drainage  requirements 
of  the  San  Luis  unit  as  generally  outlined  in  San  Luis 
project  report  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  of  May  1955,  as 
transmitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
December  17,  1956. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States,  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  the  State  of  California  providing  for  coordinated  opera- 
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tion  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  the  joint-use  facilities, 
in  order  that  the  State  may,  without  cost  to  the  United 
States,  deliver  water  in  service  areas  outside  the  Federal 
San  Luis  unit  service  area  as  described  in  the  report  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit, 
Central  Valley  Project/’  dated  December  17,  1956.  The 
Secretary  shall  not  commence  construction  of  the  San  Luis 
unit,  except  for  the  preparation  of  designs  and  specifications 
and  other  preliminary  work,  until  the  execution  of  such  an 
agreement  between  the  United  States  and  the  State,  but 
if  such  an  agreement  has  not  been  executed  by  J uly  Lj  4060 
January  I,  1962,  and  if,  after  consultation  with  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  the  State,  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  pros¬ 
pects  of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms  thereof  are  not  reason¬ 
ably  firm,  he  may  proceed  to  construct  and  operate  the  San 
Luis  unit  in  accordance  with  section  1  of  this  Act :  Provided, 
That,  if  the  Secretary  so  determines,  he  shall  report  thereon 
to  the  Congress  and  shall  not  commence  construction  for 
ninety  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  his  report  (which 
ninety  days,  however,  shall  not  include  days  on  which  either 
the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  is  not  in  session 
because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days) .  In 
considering  the  prospects  of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms 
of  the  agreement  the  Secretary  shall  give  substantial  weight 
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to  any  relevant  affirmative  action  theretofore  taken  by  the 
State,  including  the  enactment  of  State  legislation  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  State  to  acquire  and  convey  to  the  United  States 
title  to  lands  to  be  used  for  the  San  Luis  unit  or  assistance 
given  by  it  in  financing  Federal  design  and  construction  of 
the  unit.  The  authority  conferred  upon  the  Secretary  by 
the  first  sentence  of  this  section  shall  not,  except  as  is  other¬ 
wise  provided  in  this  section,  be  construed  as  a  limitation 
upon  the  exercise  by  him  of  the  authority  conferred  in 
section  1  of  this  Act,  but  if  the  State  shall  agree  equitably 
to  share  the  total  cost  of  constructing  the  joint-use  facilities 
and  as  a  part  of  its  share  shall  make  available  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  sufficient  funds  to  pay  the  additional  cost  of  designing 
and  constructing  the  joint-use  facilities  so  as  to  permit  en¬ 
largement,  it  shall  have  an  irrevocable  right  to  enlarge  or 
modify  such  facilities  at  any  time  in  the  future,  and  a 
perpetual  right  to  the  use  of  such  additional  capacity:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  performance  of  such  work  by  the  State, 
after  approval  of  its  plans  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  so 
carried  on  as  not  to  interfere  unduly  with  the  operation 
of  the  project  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of 
this  Act:  And  provided  further,  That  this  right  may  be 
relinquished  by  the  State  at  any  time  at  its  option. 

S.  44 - 2 
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Sec.  3.  The  agreement  between  the  United  States  and 
the  State  referred  to  in  section  2  of  this  Act  shall  provide, 
among  other  things,  that — 

(a)  the  joint  use  facilities  to  be  constructed  by  the 
Secretary  shall  be  so  designed  and  constructed  to  such 
capacities  and  in  such  manner  as  to  permit  either  (i) 
immediate  integration  and  coordinated  operation  with 
the  State’s  water  projects  by  providing,  among  other 
things,  a  capacity  in  San  Luis  Reservoir  of  approxi¬ 
mately  two  million  one  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  and 
corresponding  capacities  in  the  other  joint-use  facilities 
or  (ii)  such  subsequent  enlargement  or  other  modifica¬ 
tion  as  may  be  required  for  integration  and  coordinated 
operation  therewith ; 

(b)  the  State  shall  make  available  to  the  Secretary 
during  the  construction  period  sufficient  funds  to  pay  an 
appropriate  equitable  share  of  the  construction  costs  of 
any  facilities  designed  and  constructed  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (a)  above.  The  State  contribution  shall  be 
made  in  annual  installments,  each  of  which  bears  ap¬ 
proximately  the  same  ratio  to  total  expenditures  during 
that  year  as  the  total  of  the  State’s  share  bears  to  the 
total  cost  of  the  facilities;  the  State  may  make  advances 
to  the  United  States  in  order  to  maintain  a  timely  con- 
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straction  schedule  of  the  joint  use  facilities  and  the  works 
of  the  San  Luis  unit  to  be  used  by  the  State  and  the 
United  States; 

(c)  the  State  may  at  any  time  after  approval  of 
its  plans  by  the  Secretary  and  at  its  own  expense  enlarge 
or  modify  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  other  facili¬ 
ties  to  be  used  jointly  by  the  State  and  the  United  States, 
but  the  performance  of  such  work  shall  be  so  carried 
on  as  not  to  interfere  unduly  with  the  operation  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of 
this  Act; 

(d)  the  United  States  and  the  State  shall  each  pay 
annually  an  appropriate  equitable  share  of  the  operation, 
maintenance  and  replacement  costs  of  the  joint  use 
facilities ; 

(e)  promptly  after  execution  of  this  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  Secretary  and  the  State,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  said  agreement,  the  State  shall  convey  to  the  United 
States  title  to  any  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
which  it  then  owns  and  which  are  required  for  the  joint 
use  facilities.  The  State  shall  be  given  credit  for  the 
costs  of  these  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  toward 
its  share  of  the  construction  cost  of  the  joint  use  facili¬ 
ties.  The  State  shall  likewise  be  given  credit  for  any 
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funds  advanced  by  it  to  the  Secretary  for  preparation  of 
designs  and  specifications  or  for  any  other  work  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  joint  use  facilities; 

(f)  the  rights  to  the  use  of  capacities  of  the  joint 
use  facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit  shall  be  allocated  to 
the  United  States  and  the  State,  respectively,  in  such 
manner  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon.  The  United 
States  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  right 
so  allocated,  which  shall  be  sufficient  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  section  1  of  this  Act  and  which  shall  extend 
throughout  the  repayment  period  and  so  long  thereafter 
as  title  to  the  works  remains  in  the  United  States.  The 
State  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  allo¬ 
cated  right  to  the  use  of  the  capacities  of  the  joint  use 
facilities  for  water  service  outside  the  Federal  San  Luis 
unit  service  area. 

(g)  the  Secretary  may  turn  over  to  the  State  the 
care,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  any  works  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  which  are  used  jointly  by  the  United 
States  and  the  State  at  such  time  and  under  such  con¬ 
ditions  as  shall  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  and 
the  State; 

(h)  Notwithstanding  transfer  of  title  or  of  the  care, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  any  works  to  the  State, 
as  hereinbefore  provided,  any  organization  which  has 
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theretofore  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  United 
States  under  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  for  a 
water  supply  through  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  in¬ 
cluding  joint  use  facilities,  shall  continue  to  have  and  to 
enjoy  the  same  rights  which  it  would  have  had  under 
its  contract  with  the  United  States  and  the  provisions 
of  paragraph  (4)  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1956  (70  Stat.  483,  43  U.S.O.  485h-l) ,  in  the  absence 
of  such  transfer,  and  its  enjoyment  of  such  rights  shall 
be  without  added  cost  or  other  detriment  arising  from 
such  transfer; 

(i)  if  a  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the  preserva¬ 
tion  and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife  has  been  made 
as  provided  in  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946 
(60  Stat.  1080,  16  U.S.C.  662),  as  amended,  the  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  unit  to  which  such  allocation  is  attributable 
shall,  notwithstanding  transfer  of  title  or  of  the  care, 
operation,  and  maintenance  to  the  State,  be  operated  and 
maintained  in  such  wise  as  to  retain  the  bases  upon 
which  such  allocation  is  premised  and,  upon  failure  so  to 
operate  and  maintain  those  features,  the  amount  allo¬ 
cated  thereto  shall  become  a  reimbursable  cost  to  be 
paid  by  the  State. 

Sec.  4.  In  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining 
a  drainage  system  for  the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  is 
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authorized  to  permit  the  use  thereof  by  other  parties  under 
contracts  conforming  generally  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  with  respect  to  irrigation  repay¬ 
ment  or  service  contracts  and  is  further  authorized  to  enter 
into  agreements  and  participate  in  construction  and  operation 
of  drainage  facilities  designed  to  serve  the  general  area  of 
which  the  lands  to  be  served  by  the  San  Luis  unit  are  a  part, 
to  the  extent  the  works  authorized  in  section  1  of  this  Act 
contribute  to  drainage  requirements  of  said  area.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  is  also  authorized  to  permit  the  use  of  the  irrigation 
facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  its  facilities  for  sup- 
plying  pumping  energy,  under  contracts  entered  into  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  February  21,  1911  (36 
Stat.  925,  43  U.S.O.  523). 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  connection  with 
the  San  Luis  unit,  to  construct  minimum  basic  public  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  and  to  arrange  for  the  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  same  by  the  State  or  an  appropriate  local 
agency  or  organization.  The  cost  of  such  facilities  shall  be 
nonreturnable  and  nonreimbursable  under  the  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  laws. 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  provisions  of  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws  shall  not  be  applicable  to  water  deliveries  or  to  the  use 
of  drainage  facilities  serving  lands  under  contract  with  the 
State  to  receive  a  water  supply ,  outside  of  the  Federal  San 
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Luis  unit  service  area  described  in  the  report  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Val¬ 
ley  Project" ,  dated  December  17,  1956. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  to  provide  Central  Val¬ 
ley  project  service,  by  way  of  the  Pacheco  Tunnel  route,  to 
lands  and  municipalities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa 
Cruz,  and  Monterey  Counties:  Provided,  That  construction 
of  the  works  to  provide  such  service  shall  not  be  undertaken 
until  a  report  demonstrating  their  physical  and  economic 
feasibility  has  been  completed,  reviewed  by  the  State,  and 
approved  by  the  Secretary  and  by  the  Congress,  and  in  no 
event  prior  to  July  1,  1964,  unless,  in  the  meantime,  the 
Governor  of  the  State  of  California  shall  have  notified  the 
Secretary  that  the  State  approves  the  construction  of  such 
works  by  the  United  States. 

Sec.  %  7.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  construction  of  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including 
joint  use  facilities,  authorized  by  this  Act,  other  than  dis¬ 
tribution  systems  and  drains,  the  sum  of  $290,430,000,  plus 
such  additional  amount,  if  any,  as  may  be  required  hy  reason 
of  changes  in  costs  of  construction  of  the  types  involved  in 
the  San  Luis  unit  as  shown  by  engineering  indexes.  There 
are  also  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition  thereto, 
such  amounts  as  are  required  (a)  for  construction  of  such 
distribution  systems  and  drains  as  are  not  constructed  by 


12 

1  local  interests,  and  (b)  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 

2  the  unit.  All  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  from  the 

3  State  under  this  Act  shall  be  covered  into  the  same  accounts 

4  as  moneys  appropriated  hereunder  and  shall  be  available, 

5  without  further  appropriation,  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 

6  this  Act. 
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reclamation. . . . 14 

'Reports. . . 1 

Research . 11 ,24 

River  basin . ..44 

Small  business . 24,48 

Social  security . 36 

Soil  bank. ... ...........  32 

Surplus  commodities. . ,8,16 

Transportation . 47 

Unemployment . .,.,9,22 

Water, . . .25 

Water  compact., . 41 


HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  bill  for^iscontinuance  o\certain  reports  to  Congress. 

)nate  passed  over  bill  to  authorize  rental  of  cotton  ^acreage  allotments.  Sen. 
Clark  introduced  and  discussed  byC\  to  reorganize  syste^of  personnel  administra¬ 
tion. 


SENATE 

1.  REPORTS.  Passed  asz/eported  S.  899,  to  provide  for  the  discontWance  of  certain 
reports  now  required  by  law  to  be  submitted  to  Congress,  including  reports  of 
this  Department /(see  Digest  51  for  a  summary  of  the  bill  as  reported), 
pp.  5069-70 

COTTON.  At /he  request  o£  Sen.  Johnson,  passed  over  S.  1455,  to  authorise  the 
rental  of/cotton  acreage  allotments.  Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  the  bill  will 
be  calle/1  up  for  consideration  as  soon  as  possible,  p.  5063 


3.  FORESTRY,  Sen.  Bennett  commended  the  report  submitted  by  this  Department, 

"Program  for  the  National  Forests,"  as  being  of  the  "utmost  consequence 'to  the 
entire  Nation  and  particularly  to  future  generations,"  and  inserted  an  article 
ommendtng  the  report,  pp.  5082-3 
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4. 


CUSTODIAL  SERVICES.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  901,  to  amend  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  so  as  to  authorize  GSA  to  nfake 
contracts  for  cleaning  and  custodial  services  for  periods  not  to  exceed  5  years, 
p.  50(37 


6. 


5.  PERSONNEL..  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Morton,  passed  over  S.  91,  to  limit  JLo  cases 
involving  the  national  security  the  prohibition  against  payment  of  retirement 
annuitiesX  p.  5069 

PROPERTY.  Parsed  without  amendment  S.  900,  to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative, Services  Act  of  1949  so  as  to  extend  the  authority  of  GSA.  to  pay 
direct  expensesx^.n  connection  with  the  utilization  of  excess  peal  property  and 
related  personally,  pp.  5066-7 

Sen.  Wiley  urge\i  early  consideration  of  S,  910,  to  authorize  payment  to 
local  communities  irk  lieu  of  taxes  on  federally  owned  property,  and  inserted  a 
letter  commending  hiX,support  of  the  bill.  pp.  5024-5 


7.  LAMB  GRADING.  Sen.  Moss '''contended  the  Department  for 
17  "to  discuss  demands  ofVlamb  producers  that  Feder, 
continued,"  and  inserted  ari  address  by  the  presidei 
Growers  Assoc,  discussing  the  matter,  pp.  5045-6. 


4lling  a  conference  April 
grading  of  lamb  be  dis- 
of  the  National  Wool 


8.  FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  amendment  of  the  Battle 
Act  so  as  to  permit  the  use  in  Poland  of  foreign  currencies  accumulated  under 
Public  Law  480,  and  inserted  a  letter  from  £oe  State  Department  discussing  the 
situation,  pp.  5029-31 


9.  UNEMPLOYMENT.  Passed  with  amendment  S\  1/631,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  _ 
of  a  commission  to  study  and  report  onXmemployment  problems,  pp.  5073-4 

Sen.  Javits  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  aid  the  unemployment  situation, 
including  bills  on  housing,  area  re<jeveloppient ,  and  unemployment  compensation, 
pp.  5039-40 


10.  AREA  REDEVELOPMENT.  Sen.  Randolph  inserted  an&  commended  several  articles  favor¬ 
ing  enactment  of  area  redevelopment  legisiatioriy  PP.  5054-6 


11.  LIVESTOCK  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Cash  commended  the  "highLy  successful  Florida  experi-^ 
ment  which  may  provide  the/key  for  controlling  at  lhast  two  of  our  worst  cattle 
pests  in  this  country  —  /the  screw-worm  and  the  heeltLy,"  and  urged  this  Depart¬ 
ment  to  expedite  its  research  in  this  field,  pp.  5028r9 


12.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Prr&mire  inserted  an  address  by  WilliaiH.  Benton,  "The  Soviet 
Economic  Challenge,!/  discussing  the  danger  of  the  Russianyoreign  aid  program, 
pp.  5020-4  X 


/  *  \ 

13.  BUDGET.  Sen.  GoLdwater  expressed  concern  over  Federal  expenditures,  and  urged 
that  the  budget  be  balanced,  pp.  5075-8 


14.  RECLAMATION./  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  S.  994,  to  authorize  the  construction  of  the  Spokane  Valley  project.  Wash, 
and  I daho  (S.  Rept.  156).  p.  5008  _ \ _ 

Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Morton,  S.  44,  to  authorize  the  con¬ 

struction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  Calif,  p.  5073 
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SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY 
PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 

The  bill  (S.  44)  to  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  to  -construct  the 
5  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  proj¬ 
ect,  California,  to  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  State  of  California  with 
respect  to  the  construction  and  operation 
of  such  unit,  and  for  other  purposes,  was 
announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Let  the  bill  go  over. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard.  The  bill  will  be  passed 
over. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
realize  that  Calendar  No.  141,  S.  44,  and 
Calendar  No.  142,  S.  72,  relating  to  the 
Navajo  Indian  irrigation  project  and  the 
initial  stage  of  the  San  Juan-Chama 
project,  are  not  measures  which  should 
be  considered  on  a  call  of  the  calendar; 
but  I  express  the  hope  that  the  leader¬ 
ship  will  bring  them  up  quickly.  The 
senior  Senator  from  California  [Mr.1 
Kuchel]  has  been  most  vigorous  in  re¬ 
spect  to  Senate  bill  44,  as  has  the  junior 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Engle]. 
Nothing  would  please  me  better  than  to 
see  the  bill  passed,  but  it  shoud  not  be 
passed  on  a  call  of  the  consent  calendar. 

I  quite  agree  that  Calendar  Nos.  131  and 
142  should  go  over,  but  I  hope  these  bills 
may  be  called  up  at  an  early  date,  after 
notice  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  speaking 
to  these  two  bills,  and  calling  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  California  to 
these  remarks,  I  express  the  hope  that 
the  bills  will  be  taken  up  by  motion.  I 
hope,  however,  we  shall  be  given  a  few 
days  notice,  for  the  very  selfish  reason 
that  I  am  in  the  midst  of  trying  to  com¬ 
plete  a  study  of  all  the'  implications  of 
these  bills,  following  which  I  hope  to 
consult  the  two  Senators  from  California, 
because  it  might  be  possible  to  reach  a 
complete  mutual  understanding  with  re¬ 
gard  to  S.  44.  But  at  least  I  should  like 
to  have  the  favor  extended  to  hie,  and  to 
some  other  Members  of  the  Senate  who 
are  interested  in  it,  of  being  given  a 
little  time  to  complete  our  study. 
Frankly,  we  have  two  authorities  in  this 
field  in  California  working  with  us.  We 
have  been  corresponding  with  them 
about  it.  We  are  interested  merely  in 
getting  all  the  facts.  Perhaps  we  can 
come  to  a  mutual  understanding.  I 
think  that  in  10  days  we  will  be  ready 
to  have  action  taken  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes.  I  have  concluded. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  see  my  able  col¬ 
league  from  California  [Mr.  Engle]  is 
present.  Let  me  say,  without  having 
consulted  him,  that  I  am  sure  he  and  I 
both  would  not  want  even  to  attempt  to 
have  the  bill  scheduled  for  consideration 
if  our  colleague  from  Oregon  or  any 
other  Senator  wanted  time  to  study  it. 
But  I  should  like  to  say  for  the  record, 
that  this  bill  is  almost  word  for  word  the 
same  bill  which  passed  the  Senate  a  year 
ago,  as  the  Senator  from  Oregon  may 
recall,  and  on  which  we  had  a  rather 
detailed  colloquy.  It  is  a  bill  which  has 
been  reported  unanimously  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 


Affairs,  as  my  colleague  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Anderson]  has  suggested.  I 
sincerely  hope  it  may  be  given  prompt 
consideration  by  the  Senate,  so  that  the 
House  of  Representatives  may  then  pro¬ 
ceed  to  dispose  of  it  one  way  or  the  other. 

On  that  basis,  if  my  able  colleague,  the 
now  acting  majority  leader  [Mr.  Engle], 
would  indicate  agreement,  I  shall  have 
no  objection  to  having  the  bill  go  over 
until  sometime  next  week. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
has  gone  over.  I  undestand  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Oregon  re¬ 
quested  10  days.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  we  need  about 
10  days. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  We  hope  it  will  not  take 
too  long,  but,  insofar  as  consulting  with 
the  Senator  is  concerned,  a  satisfactory 
day  will  be  arrived  at  after  consultation 
with  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  and 
the  majority  leader. 


COMMISSION  ON  UNEMPLOYMENT 
PROBLEMS 

M\  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  there  is  at  the  desk  and  also  be-, 
fore  thes.Committee  on  Labor  and  Publij 
Welfares,  bill  relating  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a.  Commission  on  Unemploy¬ 
ment  Problems.  The  Senator  from/ Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Hill]  ,  the  chairman/of  the 
Committee  om.  Labor  and  Public  Wel¬ 
fare,  and  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Gold  water],  the  i^nking  niijaority  mem¬ 
ber,  are  present. 

Mr.  President,  I  &sk  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare  be  discharged  from  the 
further  consideration  of  S.  1631,  and 
that  the  Senate  p/oceed\*>  its  consid¬ 
eration. 

I  have  a  brief  statements  desire  to 
make  in  this  regard. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hartke  in Jme  chair) .  The  billxwill  be 
stated  byytitle  for  the  information\f  the 
Senate. 

The/CHiEF  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  163l\to 


prov: 
mi 


e  for  the  establishment  of  a  Con\- 
jion  on  Unemployment  Problems. 

Jhe  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
Section  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
'from  Texas?  'The  Chair  hears  none; 
and  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare  is  discharged  from  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  its  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  asking  that  this  bill  be 
brought  up  today  because  there  is  a  time 
factor  of  great  urgency. 

This  bill  seeks  to  bring  before  the 
Congress  and  the  public  at  the  earliest 
possible  moment  the  facts  of  unemploy¬ 
ment.  And  since  we  must  act  upon 
those  facts,  there  should  be  as  little  de¬ 
lay  as  possible  in  bringing  them  forth. 

We  all  know  the  statistics.  They  have 
been  published  in  the  newspapers  and 
have  dominated  many  of  the  headlines 
of  the  past  week. 

But  statistics  in  this  instance  do  not 
convey  a  true  picture.  They  merely  pro¬ 
vide  material  for  academic  arguments  on 


economic  forces.  And  people  who  are 
out  of  work  do  not  want  academic  argu¬ 
ments — they  want  jobs. 

This  bill  has  registered  broad  and 
partisan  support  in  this  Senate,  The 
people  who  are  out  of  work  are/both 
Democrats  and  Republicans.  I /believe 
Members  of  both  parties  in  this /Chamber 
want  to  act. 

In  that  spirit,  the  commfssion  that 
would  be  created  by  this  resolution 
would  be  drawn  both  frojn  industry  and 
labor. 

The  bill  would  direct  the  Commission 
members  to  go  to  the  centers  of  abnor¬ 
mal  unemployment.  They  would  be 
asked  to  weigh  and  feel  the  conditions 
that  pervade  thdse  areas. 

And  then  th/y  would  be  asked  to  come 
back  here  iiy60  days  with  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  action. 

Personally,  I  do  not  regard  this  Com¬ 
mission/  as  merely  another  “study 
group/  I  look  upon  it  as  a  prelude  to 
action.  It  is  a  necessary  prelude  be- 
cauite  of  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  un¬ 
employment  problem  which  confronts 
fur  country. 

To  the  great  majority  of  Americans, 
these  are  good  times.  Unemployment  i3 
concentrated  in  certain  areas.  It  does 
not  run  through  every  region  of  the  land. 

But  to  41/2  million  of  our  fellow  coun¬ 
trymen,  it  iS  a  deep,  personal  tragedy. 
It  means  living  below  levels  of  decency 
and  self-respect;  facing  every  morning 
families  which  cannot  be  supported  ade¬ 
quately;  finding  self-confidence  slipping 
away. 

These  people  do  not  take  comfort  from 
statistics  which  show  that  a  small  num¬ 
ber  of  their  companions  in  misery  have 
finally  f ound  j  obs.  Statistics  have  never 
yet  been  able  to  feed  a  family  and  put 
clothes  on  their  backs. 

Men  and  women  who  are  out  of  work 
cannot  wait.  This  resolution  is  not  a 
60-day  moratorium  on  legislative  action. 
It  is  an  effort  to  bring  the  facts  to  public 
attention  and  to  find  out  what  further 
steps  we  can  take. 

Mr.  President,  so  long  as  there  is  one 
American  able  and  willing  to  work  but 
.unable  to  find  a  job,  that  is  one  too 
iany  It  is  a  matter  of  the  deepest  pub- 
life.  concern. 

we  act  now,  I  have  hopes  that  all 
the  hecessary  legislative  action  can  be 
completed  early.  And  I  think  we  must 
do  everything  we  can  to  clear  the  decks. 

I  hopeSthis  bill  can  be  adopted  as  evi¬ 
dence  of  our  united  determination  that 
4  y2 -million  \Americans  will  not  become 
4  y2 -million  forgotten  men  and  women, 

Mr.  President,  I  have  discussed  this 
matter  with  th&\  minority  leader,  who  is 
a  sponsor,  with  a\majority  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare,  an4  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  'that  committee.  I 
am  informed  that  if  the^  Senate  can  take 
action  today  perhaps  action  can  be  ob¬ 
tained  in  the  other  bocfe  at  an  early 
date. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN  rose.  \ 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  first 
because  of  the  number  of  sponsor^,  and, 
second,  because  in  the  eyes  of  the  public 
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this  measure  is  very  important,  I  have 
no  objection  to  the  immediate  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill.  I  know,  of  course,  that 
by  so  doing  we  shall  bypass  the  commit¬ 
tee.  Under  the  circumstances,  since  the 
proposal  is.  for  a  fact-finding  body,  and 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  in  my  discussions 
with  the  majority  leader  he  was  agree¬ 
able  to  some  amendatory  language  in 
the  bill,  I  have  r\o  objection  to  the  im¬ 
mediate  consideration  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  WILEY.  President,  will  the 

Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  T&xas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILEY.  As  I  lizard  the  state¬ 
ment,  I  understand  whatNis  proposed  is 
virtually  that  the  commission  shall  go 
to  the  centers  of  unemployment  to  hold 
what  we  might  call  a  clinic  to\ascertain 
some  of  the  answers  to  the  problem. 
Is  there  also  imposed  upon  the  commis¬ 
sion  a  duty  of  making  recommendations, 
in  case  vast  sums  of  money  are  neces¬ 
sary,  to  increase  taxes  in  certain  direc¬ 
tions? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  No.  The 
bill  does  not  anticipate  what  the  recom¬ 
mendations  will  be.  If  the  recommen¬ 
dations  contemplate  vastly  increased 
sums  of  money,  we  would  naturally  face 
that  problem  when  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  are  submitted. 

The  bill  provides: 

The  Commission  shall  make  a  full  and 
complete  investigation  and  study  of  unem¬ 
ployment  conditions  in  the  United  States, 
giving  particular  consideration  to  areas  of 
critical  unemployment,  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  what  can  be  done  to  alleviate 
such  conditions. 

Specifically  I  should  say  this  refers  to 
areas  such  as  West  Virginia,  Kentucky, 
Pennsylvania,  and  perhaps  Detroit  and 
some  other  areas  I  have  not  named. 
But  those  mentioned  are  some  of  the 
most  critical  unemployment  areas. 

This  study  would  be  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  what  can  or  should  be  done 
to  alleviate  unemployment  conditions.  I 
do  not  seek  to  anticipate  the  findings. 
Instead  of  having  a  dozen  groups  hold¬ 
ing  hearings,  I  should  like  to  have  one 
expert  group,  made  up  of  members  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  legislative  and  executive 
branches  of  the  Government. 

The  Commission  is  called  upon  to  sub¬ 
mit,  within  60  days  after  the  date  of /Its 
appointment,  findings  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  President,  and  the  President 
in  turn  will  transmit  those  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  Congress. 

Mr.  WILEY.  They  would  n6t  be  pre¬ 
cluded  from  making  recommendations? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas/  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  WILEY.  With  respect  to  ascer¬ 
taining  additional  sources  of  revenue  to 
take  care  of  these  situations. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  No 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  offer  art  amendment  to  strike  out 
section  2  (a) /and  to  substitute  the  pro¬ 
vision  which’  I  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  This 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor- 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The'  Chief  Clerk.  It  Is  proposed  to 
strike  out  section  2(a)  and  to  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following. 
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Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  com¬ 
posed  of  eleven  members  as  follows: 

(1)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives: 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of 
the  Senate;  and 

(3)  Five  appointed  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  not  more  than  two  of  whom 
shall  be  appointed  from  either  agriculture, 
labor  or  industry  and  not  more  than  three 
of  whom  shall  come  from  either  political 
party. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading  and  to  be  read  the 
third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
^having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is.  Shall  it  pass? 

7he  bill  (S.  1631)  was  passed,  a$ 
follows: 

Be\t  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  H/use 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
AmericaSm  Congress  assembled, 

ESTABLISHMENT  OP  THE  COMMISSION 

Section  i:\piere  is  hereby  established  a 
commission  tcbbe  known  as  the/Commission 
on  Unemployment  Problems  (hereinafter  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  \Commissiojp’) . 

MEMBERSHIP  QF  THE  /COMMISSION 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Colnm/sion  shall  be  com¬ 
posed  of  eleven  membtos  as  follows : 

(1)  Three  appointedShy  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives; 

(2)  Three  appointed  byNthe  President  of 

the  Senate;  and  /  \ 

(3)  Five  appointed  by  thX  President  of 

the  United  Suites,  not  more  than  two  of 
whom  shall jse  appointed  from  either  agri¬ 
culture,  lab/-,  or  industry  and  not  n»ore  than 
three  of  Whom  shall  come  from  either  po¬ 
litical  party.  \ 

(b)  The  members  of  the  Commissioirshail 
select/a  Chairman  and  a  Vice  Chairman7\ 

(y>  Any  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shav 
no/  affect  its  powers,  but  shall  be  filled  iits 
the  same  manner  in  which  the  original  ap¬ 
pointment  was  made. 

(d)  Six  members  of  the  Commission  shall 
constitute  a  quorum,  but  a  lesser  number 
may  conduct  hearings. 

(e)  Service  of  an  individual  as  a  member 
of  the  Commission  ori  employment  of  an  in¬ 
dividual  by  the  Commission  as  an  attorney 
or  expert  in  any  business  or  professional 
field,  on  a  part-time  or  full-time  basis,  with 
or  without  compensation,  shall  not_be  con¬ 
sidered  as  service  or  employment  bringing 
such  individual  within  the  provisions  of 
sections  281,  283,  284,  434,  or  1914  of  title 
18  of  the  United  States  Code,  or  section  190 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  (5  U.S.C.  sec.  99). 

DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  make  a 
full  and  complete  investigation  and  study 
of  unemployment  conditions  In  the  United 
States,  giving  particular  consideration  to 
areas  of  critical  unemployment  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  what  can  be  done  to 
alleviate  such  conditions. 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  submit,  within 
sixty  days  after  the  date  on  which  all  ap¬ 
pointments  to  the  Commission  as  provided 
for  in  this  Act  have  been  made,  its  findings 
and  recommendations  to  the  President  for 
transmittal  to  the  Congress. 


(c)  The  Commission  shall  cease  to  exisj 
thirty  days  after  submission  to  the  Pre/ 
dent  of  Its  report  and  recommendatior 

POWERS  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  Commission  or.  Am  the 
authorization  of  the  Commission, yftny  sub¬ 
committee  thereof,  may,  for  the  /purpose  of 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
hold  such  hearings  and  sit  and  act  at  such 
times  and  places,  administer  such  oaths,  and 
require,  by  subpena  or  otherwise,  the  at¬ 
tendance  and  testimony  At  such  witnesses, 
and  the  production  of  such  books,  records, 
correspondence,  memoranda,  papers,  and 
documents  as  the  Commission  or  such  sub¬ 
committee  may  de/n  advisable.  Subpenas 
may  be  issued  under  the  signature  of  the 
Chairman  of  tb y  Commission,  or  any  duly 
designated  member,  and  may  be  served  by 
any  person  designated  by  such  Chairman 
or  member. /The  provisions  of  sections  102 
to  104,  in/lusive,  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(2  U.S.C/ secs.  192-194),  shall  apply  in  the 
case  of /uiy  failure  of  any  witness  to  comply 
with  any  subpena  or  to  testify  when  sum- 
mor/a  under  authority  of  this  section. 

>)  The  Commission  is  authorized  to  se¬ 
c/re  from  any  department,  agency,  or  in- 
fependent  instrumentality  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  any  information 
it  deems  necessary  to  carry  out  its  func¬ 
tions  under  this  Act;  and  each  such  depart¬ 
ment,  agency,  and  instrumentality  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  furnish  such  in¬ 
formation  to  the  Commission,  upon  request 
made  by  the  Chairman,  or  the  Vice  Chair¬ 
man  when  acting  as  Chairman. 

APPROPRIATIONS,  EXPENSES,  AND  PERSONNEL 

Sec.  5.  (a)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Act. 

(b)  Each  member  of  the  Commission  shall 
receive  $50  per  diem  when  engaged  in  the 
performance  of  duties  vested  in  the  Com¬ 
mission,  except  that  no  compensation  shall 
be  paid  by  the  United  States,  by  reason  of 
service  as  a  member,  to  any  member  who  is 
receiving  other  compensation  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  or  to  any  member  who  is 
receiving  compensation  from  any  State  or 
local  government. 

(c)  Each  member  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  reimbur*ed  for  travel,  subsistence,  and 
other  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  him 
in  the  performance  of  duties  vested  in  the 
Commission. 

(d)  The  Commission  may  appoint  and  fix 
fhe  compensation  of  such  employees  as  it 

*ems  advisable  without  regard  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  civil  service  laws  and  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

(e)  'The  Commission  may  procure,  by  con¬ 
tract  orSotherwise,  the  services  of  public  or 
private  organizations  or  institutions. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move,  to  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  bilNwas  passed. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  oh  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill] 
to  lay  on  the  table  thA.  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr\  Johnson]  to 
reconsider. 

The  motion  to  reconsider  \as  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas  subsequently 
said:  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  S.  1631  as  passecN  be 
printed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Withoi 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


* 


A 


—  ■  j  \ Z 


P*  passed,  over 

14.  RECLAMATION.  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Keating/S.  44,  to  authorise  Interior  to 

construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  Calif.,  and  S.  994, 
to  authorise  Interior  to  construct  the  Spokane  Valley  project.  Wash.  p.  6262 


15\NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  and  commended  a  report  of  the  Public 
f fairs  Institute,  "Natural  Resources,  Their  Protection  and  Development." 
6312-3 


16. 


WATER\P0LLUTICN.  Sen.  Humphrey  spoke  in  favor  of  extending  the  water  pollution 
control  program,  and  inserted  an  article  discussing  the  program,  PP^  6313/4 


),7.  FOREIGN  AfS.  Sen.  Wiley  commended  the  holding  of  the  United  States-IacM/ 

conference\m  economic  cooperation  on  May  4  and  5,  and  inserted  the  agenda  for 
the  conference  which  includes  a  discussion  of  agricultural  development, 

pp.  6260-1  / 

Sen.  Mansfield  inserted  a  Wall  Street  Journal  editorial,  "A  Proposal  on 
Foreign  Aid,"  presenting  its  recommendations  on  the  foreign  aid/ program.  pp< 
6281-2 

i  ■•)  FORESTRY,  Sen.  Neuber^r  inserted  an  article  announcing  thdt  the  Advisory  Board 
on  National  Parks  had  recommended  the  inclusion  of  eightynew  areas  in  the 
National  Park  System,  including  Oregon  Dunes,  Ore.,  and/the  Wheeler  Peak-Lehman 
Caves  region  of  the  Snake  R$<yer  in  Nev.  pp.  6258-9 

19.  LANDS;  RECLAMATION.  Both  Houses  received  from  Interior  a  report  that  an  ade¬ 

quate  soil  survey  and  land  classification  has  be^n  made  of  the  lands  in  the 
Mercedes  Division,  'lower  Rio  Grande  rehabilitation  project,  Tex.,  and  that  the 
lands  to  be  irrigated  are  susceptible  to  the  production  of  agricultural  crops 
by  irrigation,  pp.  6252*,  6399 

20.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnson  annourk/d  that  the  following  bills  will  be 

considered  after  the  second  supplementalappropriation  bill.  ->.  ^  ■■ 

on  increased  use  of  agricultural  products  r^r  industrial  purposes,  ,  .  , 

extension  of  special  milk  program;  753,  baq^gaining  by  cooperative  associa 
tions  of  milk  producers;  and  S.  99j/,  construction  of  Spokane  Valley  reclamation 

project,  p.  6305 

?EMS  IN  APPENDIX 


21.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  \nserting  a  letter  from 
M.  F.  Schweers,  State  conservationist,  SCS,  pointing  out\high  lg  s  o  „ 

"outstanding  accomplish^  in  soil  and  water  conservatio\practices  in  Wise. 

p.  A3538 

COTTON.  Rep.  Whiten^r  inserted  his  statement  before  the  Tariff\^ommiosion  oppos 
ing  any  action  th^Tmight  be  taken  to  reduce  our  present  import  \uota 
long  staple  cotton,  pp.  A3540-1 

ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Santangelo  commended  REA  programs  and  inserted  remarks 
describing  Ae  development  and  continued  expansion  o£  REA  programs  in 

0.  S.  Latin  America  and  Puerto  Rico.  pp.  A3542-4  .  .Vl.. 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Santangelo  stating  that  many  people  ^el\ 
the  wonderful  accomplishments  of  rural  electrification  should  not  be  interfered 
withind  that  there  is  no  place  in  politics  in  the  administration  of  the  ... 
program,"  and  inserted  Clyde  T.  Ellis'  recent  speech,  pp.  A3559-61 
,-iep.  Nelsen  inserted  two  editorials  favoring  Che  President  s  veto  of  the 

SA  loan  approval  bill.  PP.  A3566,  A3568 


24.  CORN.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Hoeven  commending  this  Department’s  corn* 
starch  research  program,  pp.  A3547-8 


25.  FAIR  TRADE.  Rep.  Dingell  inserted  2  editorials,  "Justice  Department  Opposes/ 

Federal  Fair  Trade  Law,"  and  "Skip  the  Price  Fixing"  opposing  the  propose^/ fair 
trade  bill.  pp.  A3568-9,  A3571 


26.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Rep.  O'Hara  inserted  an  editorial,  "Monopoly  in  the  M/lkshed," 
discussing  the  "legal  battle"  between  the  Government  and  the  dairy  corporations 
over  who  cont\ols  the  American  milkshed,  and  stating  that  "Congress'  should  enact 
new  legislatio^ calculated  to  bring  economic  justice  to  the  dairy/industry." 
pp.  A3575-7 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


27.  EXHIBITS.  S.  1827,  byV>en.  Humphrey,  to  amend  the  International  Cultural  Ex¬ 
change  and  Trade  Fair  Participation  Act  of  1956  to  authorize  the  President  to 
provide  for  participation  by  foreign  governments  and  citizens  of  other  countries 
in  artistic  and  cultural  Activities  in  the  United  States;  to  Foreign  Relations 
Committee.  \  / 

BUILDINGS.  H.  R.  6782,  by  Rep\  Cramer,  to  provide/for  the  construction,  altera¬ 
tion,  and  acquisition  of  public\buil dings  of  th^Federal  Government;  to  Public 
Works  Committee. 


28. 


29.  MILK,  H.  R.  6784,  by  Rep.  Flynn,  t<X  provide /for  mandatory  price  support  through 
the  marketing  year  ending  in  1964  fok.  milk/used  in  manufacturing  dairy  products 
and  for  butterfat;  to  maintain  the  productive  capacity  of  our  dairy  farming  in¬ 
dustry;  to  promote  the  orderly  marketing  of  an  adequate  national  supply  of  milk 
and  dairy  products;  to  encourage  increased  domestic  consumption  of  dairy  pro¬ 
ducts  in  the  interests  of  national  h/alth  \nd  security;  to  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee. 


30.  WHEAT  QUOTAS.  H.  R.  6793,  by  Rep{  Rogers,  Tex.\  to  amend  section  334  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of/1938,  as  amende d\  to  provide  that  for  certain 
purposes  of  this  section,  fams  on  which  the  farm,  marketing  excess  of  wheat  is 
adjusted  to  zero  because  of /Underproduction  shall \e  regarded  as  farms  on  whi< 
the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  has  been  delivered  to 
the  Secretary  or  stored  po  avoid  or  postpone  the  payment  of  the  penalty;  to 
Agriculture  Committee. 


31.  FLOWERS.  II.  J.  Res.  357,  by  Rep.  Irwin,  designating  the  riiountain  laurel  as  the 
national  flower  of  /he  United  States;  to  House  Administration  Committee. 


BILL  APPROVED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 


32.  TRADE  FAIRS.  1 /.  R.  5508,  to  provide  permanent  legislation  permitting  the  free 
entry  under ^hond  of  imported  articles  for  exhibition  or  use  at  fairs  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce.  Approved  April  22,  1959  (Public  Law  86-14, 
86th  Congress)  .  '  A 

-0- 

COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

Apr.  30:  Poultry  and  egg  situation,  H.  Agriculture  (Miller,  AMS,  and  Strobe\  FAS, 
to  testify) . 

Wheat  bills,  S.  Agriculture  (exec). 

Employee  health  insurance  bill,  S.  Civil  Service. 

Fair  trade  bill,  H.  Interstate  (exec). 

Suspension  of  employees  in  interest  of  national  security,  H.  Civil  Service. 

oOo 
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emarks  by  the  Chairman,  the  Honorable 
Hijbeet  Humphrey,  U.S.  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota;  ''Roundtable  talk:  India  and  American 
Opinion*  Myth  and  Fact”,  an  informal 
roundtable  discussion  by  a  group  of  leading 
American  and  Indian  writers  and  commen¬ 
tators,  Miss 'Barbara  Ward  (Lady  Jackson); 
William  Stringer,  the  Christian  Science  Mon¬ 
itor;  LawrencesSpivak,  producer,  “Meet  the 
Press”;  Harold  Iisaacs,  author  of  “Scratches 
on  the  Mind”;  Frank  Moraes,  editor,  Express 
Newspapers  of  India\ 

2-2 : 1 5  p  .m. :  Recess\ 

2A.  “Tradition  and\change”:  Prof.  W. 
Norman  Brown,  University  of  Pennsylvania 
(chairman) ;  Prof.  MiltonNSinger,  University 
of  Chicago;  Prof.  K.  S.  Vilakanta  Sastri, 
University  of  Chicago;  Dr.  Bi.B.  Misra,  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Wisconsin;  Dr.  Flctoimie  P.  Kit- 
trell,  Howard  University;  Dr.\Rlchard  B. 
Gregg,  author. 

3A.  “Private  Enterprise  in  India”'>GJatthew 
Kust,  lawyer  and  author  (chairman);  Ar¬ 
thur  Phillips,  general  counsel,  Godfrey 
Cabot,  Inc.;  J.  Delano  Hitch,  presidents  the 
Dorr-Oliver  Co.;  C.  S.  Krishna  Moorthi,  cXn- 
selor,  Commission  General  for  Economic 
Affairs  of  India;  P.  Chentsa  Rao,  secretar 
Federation  of  Indian  Chambers  of  Commerce1 
and  Industry. 

4A.  “External  Assistance  to  Indie”: 
Prof.  Max  Millikan,  Massachusetts  Institute 
of  Technology  (chairman) ;  Prof.  Arthur 
Smithies,  Harvard  University;  I.  G.  Patel, 
International  Monetary  Fund;  Frederick  L. 
Holborn,  legislative  assistant  to  Senator 
Kennedy;  Hart  Perry,  the  Development  Loan 
Fund;  Geoffrey  Wilson,  UK.  Treasury  and 
Supply  Mission. 

5A.  “The  Community  Development  Pro¬ 
gram”:  Albert  Mayer,  architect  and  town 
planner  (chairman);  Dr.  Carl  Taylor,  con¬ 
sultant  in  rural  development;  Prof.  Richard 
L.  Park,  University  of  California;  Dr.  Asoka, 
Mehta,  M.P.,  New  Delhi;  Jack  Gray,  Texas 
A.  &  M.;  Dr.  Arthur  Mosher,  Council  on  Eco¬ 
nomic  and  Cultural  Affairs. 

6A.  “Problems  of  Labor  and  Management 
in  India’s  Development”:  Prof.  Charles  A. 
Myers,  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technol¬ 
ogy;  Hon.  George  Lodge,  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Labor;  Prof.  Van  Dusen  Kennedy,  Univer¬ 
sity  of  California;  Dr.  Subbiahn  Kannappan, 
University  of  Chicago;  Prof.  Morris  D.  Morris, 
University  of  Washington;  Mr.  Harry  Pollack, 
AFL— CIO. 


RETIREMENT  OF  GEORGE  E.  BIGGE 

Mr.  GREEN.  Mr.  President,  tomor¬ 
row,  April  30,  George  E.  Bigge  will  retire 
from  his  position  as  Special  Assistant  on, 
Federal-State  Problems  to  the  Secretar 
of  the  Department  of  Health,  Educate 
and  Welfare.  With  his  education, 
training,  and  experience  in  social/secu¬ 
rity  matters,  he  has  contributed  nfuch  to 
the  administration  of  our  social/security 
program,  and  I  trust  his  retirement  will 
be  only  from  the  Department  and  not 
from  the  fields  of  socia/  security  in 
which  he  is  so  well  versa 

Mr.  Bigge  was  born  in  Michigan,  and 
taught  in  rural  schools  there  before  go¬ 
ing  to  the  University  of  Michigan.  He 
received  a  doctor ’s/degree  in  economics 
and  taught  at  the  university. 

Moving  on  tp  Brown  University  as  a 
professor  of  economics,  he  later  became 
head  of  the/  department  of  economics. 
While  at  the  university,  he  served  on 
various  public  boards.  As  Governor  of 
the  State,  I  appointed  him  to  the  com¬ 
mission  on  interstate  compacts  affecting 
industry  and  labor,  and,  also,  on  the 
cotton  textile  industrial  relations  board, 
also  served  as  a  consultant  to  the 


commission  I  selected  to  draft  the  first 
unemployment  compensation  law  for 
Rhode  Island.  When  that  legislation 
was  enacted  I  appointed  him  as  the  first 
chairman  of  the  unemployment  compen¬ 
sation  board. 

In  1937  I  recommended  George  Bigge 
to  the  late  President  Roosevelt  for  ap¬ 
pointment  as  a  member  of  the  Social 
Security  Board  to  succeed  the  former 
and  late  Governor  Winant  of  New 
Hampshire.  He  then  served  on  the  So¬ 
cial  Security  Board  during  its  formative 
years  to  1946  and  contributed  impor¬ 
tantly  to  its  sound  development.  As  Di¬ 
rector  of  Federal-State  relations  for  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  from  1947  to 
1953,  and  as  Special  Assistant  for  Fed¬ 
eral-State  Relations  in  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  since 
1953,  his  sound  judgment  and  wise  coun¬ 
sel  have  been  of  great  value.  His 
consistent  interest  has  strengthened 
Federal-State  grant-in-aid  programs 
throughout  the  country.  He  served  as 
ka  departmental  representative  in  the 
[ork  of  the  Commission  on  Intergovern- 
mtal  Relations  and  made  a  significant 
contribution  to  its  deliberations. 

Drying  1945  and  1946  he  served  As 
consultent  on  social  security  with  Amer¬ 
ican  Military  Government  in  Germany. 
In  fact,  Njhroughout  the  years  ybi  his 
Government  service  he  has  shown  his 
interest  notVily  in  all  aspects  >6f  health, 
welfare,  andNsocial  insurance  in  this 
country,  but,  also,  in  thpse  of  other 
countries  of  the  Xnrld. 

George  Bigge’s  \ntelte6tual  integrity, 
his  breadth  of  kno^e/ge,  and  his  con¬ 
sideration  for  othersMrave  won  him  the 
esteem  of  his  associates.  His  qualities 
of  character  and'  his  ^devoted  public 
service  warrant  Public  recognition. 

I  know  that/all  of  us  wish  Mr.  Bigge 
happiness  iiyhis  retirement\and  trust 
that  his  services  will  be  available  to 
those  of  u/who  are  interested  iiXsocial- 
security  matters. 


HISTORIC  MILESTONE  IN  PACIFI 
TRAVEL 

'"Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  a  historic  day  for  our  Pacific  rim  na¬ 
tions. 

The  50,000th  flight  of  a  Pan  American 
Clipper  takes  off  today  for  Honolulu, 
Guam,  and  Manila. 

Hundreds  of  thousands  who  have  flown 
this  route  since  it  was  first  opened  in 
1935  can  reflect  upon  the  part  they  have 
played  in  pioneering  air  travel  across 
the  Pacific  Ocean. 

So  that  this  occasion  may  be  appro¬ 
priately  marked  in  Congress,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement  I 
hold  in  my  hand  be  printed  in  the  body 
of  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Pan  American  To  Mark  50,000th  Pacific 
Flight 

Pan  American  World  Airways  will  observe 
the  50,000th  flight  of  a  Clipper  across  the 
Pacific  Ocean  on  April  29.  Pan- Am  began 
commercial  operations  across  the  world’s 
biggest  ocean  on  November  22,  1935,  when 
the  famous  China  Clipper  flying  boat  took 
off  from  San  Francisco  Bay  with  a  load  of 
airmail  for  Honolulu,  Guam,  and  Manila. 


Little  fanfare  will  accompany  the  de¬ 
parture  of  Flight  No.  1  on  April  29.  It  wiL 
be  simply  another  of  the  six  Clipper  depar¬ 
tures  that  day  for  transpacific  points. 

By  contrast,  25,000  people  attended^  the 
1935  ceremonies  including  State  and  Federal 
officials,  and  the  then  Postmaster/General 
James  A.  Farley.  A  crowd  of  125, 090  jammed 
observation  sites  to  watch  the  China  Clipper 
taxi  out  from  its  dock  and  /o&r  off  the 
water. 

The  late  Capt.  Edwin  O'  Musick  com¬ 
manded  the  China  Clipper's  crew  of  seven. 
In  the  plane’s  holds  w£re  110,865  letters 
weighing  1,837  pounds.  /‘No  revenue  passen¬ 
gers  were  carried  on  t/e  Pacific  service  until 
nearly  a  year  later. 

The  China  Clipp/r  required  21  hours  to 
reach  Honolulu,  it/ first  port  of  call.  It  con¬ 
tinued  on  via  Midway,  Wake,  and  Guam,  and 
set  down  in  Mbhila  Bay  6  days  after  leaving 
San  Franciscpt  Flight  time  for  the  8,210- 
mile  route  was, 59  hours  48  minutes. 

Today’s  JBuper-7  Clippers  make  the  2,400- 
mile  Sa y  Franciseo-Honolulu  flight  in  9 
hours,  /when  jet  Clipper  service  is  inaugu- 
rated/Hight  time  will  be  less  than  5  hours. 

Fr/m  1935  until  October  1936  when  the 
fir/  passengers  were  carried,  the  Clippers 
tde  a  total  of  50  crossings.  By  December 
1941,  when  Pan  American  went  on  a  war¬ 
time  status,  the  number  of  crossings  had 
increased  to  199.  By  way  of  contrast,  the 
total  number  of  Pacific  flights  during  1958 
alone  was  4,370. 

During  the  prewar  period,  the  Clippers  car¬ 
ried  a  total  of  2,336  passengers.  By  the  end 
of  1958,  the  total  had  swelled  to  more  than 
a  million  and  a  half  passengers  and  this  is 
increasing  at  a  rate  of  3,000  per  month. 

In  the  pioneer  days,  the  Pacific  route  was 
confined  to.  Honolulu,  Guam,  and  Manila. 
Today  the  company’s  Pacifie-Alaska  division 
also  serves  Fiji,  Samoa,  New  Zealand,  Aus¬ 
tralia,  Tokyo,  Hong  Kong,  Saigon,  Singapore, 
Bangkok,  and  Rangoon.  Connections  are 
made  with  Pan  Am’s  Atlantic  division  to 
provide  round-the-world  service.  In  addi¬ 
tion  the  division  operates  regular  polar 
route  service  from  the  west  coast  to  Europe 
and  from  Seattle  to  Alaska’s  major  cities. 

Equally  striking  are  the  advances  made  in 
aircraft  development  and  attending  flight 
speeds  during  the  23 y2  years  of  Pacific  clip¬ 
per  operations. 

The  China  Clipper  cruised  at  135  miles  per 
hour;  the  DC-7C  flies  at  350  miles  per  hour, 
and  the  jet’s  speed  is  575  miles  per  hour. 

Carrying  capacity  of  the  Pacific  clippers 
also  has  risen  sharply.  The  first  commercial 
^passenger  flight  in  1936  carried  seven  pas- 
jengers.  Today’s  super-7’s  and  stratocruis- 
e!«  can  carry  up  to  81  passengers,  and  the 
jet\  will  be  able  to  increase  this  capacity  to 
150  Xt  more. 

Years  of  preparation  by  Pan  American  pre¬ 
ceded  the  inauguration  of  transpacific  serv¬ 
ice.  Thevpioneers  faced  such  obstacles  as 
the  fact  tnat  no  airliner  had  the  range  Pan 
American  required,  and  no  aircraft  or  pas¬ 
senger  facilitate  existed  at  many  of  the  way 
stations  on  the\nroposed  pacific  route. 

In  1932,  howeter,  aircraft  manufacturers 
submitted  bids  orv  planes  which  met  Pan 
American  specifications,  and  their  construc¬ 
tion  was  begun. 

To  staff  its  Pacific  operation,  Pan  Ameri¬ 
can  brought  in  41  veterans  of  its  Caribbean 
services,  which  had  opened' in  1927.  By  1935, 
the  number  of  employees  had  grown  to  221. 

Pan  American  experts  planned  air  routes, 
and  developed  communications  facilities, 
weather  forecasting,  and  operating  tech¬ 
niques.  \ 

In  early  1935  Pan  American  chartered  a 
ship  to  carry  material  for  airbases  and 
housing,  aircraft  fuel,  technicians,  .con¬ 
struction  crews,  several  months’  supply,  of 
food,  and  countless  other  items  to  prepare 
the  Pacific  islands  for  the  coming  of  the 
clippers. 
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Meanwhile  survey  flights  were  being  oper¬ 
ated  out,  of  San  Francisco  over  segments  of 
the  routtk  the  China  Clipper  would  follow. 
Between  April  and  October  1935  four  survey 
flights  went -out  from  the  west  coast  to  pre¬ 
pare  the  way  for  the  November  inaugural. 

-A- - 

CALL  OP  THE  CALENDAR 

The  PRESIDING,  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  'business?  If  not, 
morning  business  is  fapncluded. 

In  accordance  with\he  order  previ¬ 
ously  announced,  the  Senate  will  pro¬ 
ceed  with  the  call  of  the  calendar.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  first  measure  on  the 
calendar. 


HARRY  H.  NAKAMURA 

The  bill  (S.  611)  for  the  relief  of  tlarry 
H.  Nakamura  was  considered,  ordered  to 
be  engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows! 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of ' 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
time  for  filing  claims  for  compensation  un¬ 
der  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  authorize 
the  Attorney  General  to  adjudicate  certain 
claims  resulting  from  evacuation  of  certain 
persons  of  Japanese  ancestry  under  military 
orders’’,  approved  July  2,  1948  (62  Stat. 
1231),  is  hereby  extended  until  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  one  year  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act  in  the  case  of  Harry  H. 
Nakamura. 


BILLS  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  1075)  to  provide  for  the 
reimbursement  of  Meadow  School  Dis¬ 
trict  No.  29,  Upham,  N.  Dak.,  for  loss  of 
revenue  resulting  from  the  acquisition 
of  certain  lands  within  such  school  dis¬ 
trict  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Over,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  (S.  91)  to  amend  the  act  of 
September  1,  1954,  in  order  to  limit  to 
cases  involving  the  national  security,  the 
prohibition  on  payment  of  annuities  and 
retired  pay  to  officers  and  employees 
of  the  United  States,  to  clarify  the  oper¬ 
ations  of  such  act,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  was  announced  as  next  in  orcj^r 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Over,  Mr.  Preside) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  T}a&  bill 
„Will  be  passed,  over. 


The  bill  (S.  44)  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San 
Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project, 
California,  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  the  State  of  California  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  construction  and  operation 
of  such  unit,  and  for  other  purposes, 
was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Let  the  bill  be  passed 
over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  CS.  72)  to  authorize  the  Sec- 
retary  of  the  Interior  to  construct,  oper¬ 
ate,  and  maintain  the  Navajo  Indian 
irrigation  project  and  the  initial  stage 
of  the" San  Juan-Chama  project  as  par¬ 
ticipating  projects  of  the  Colorado  River 
storage  project,  and  for  other  purposes, 
yas  announced  as  next  in  order. 


Mr.  KEATING.  Let  the-bill  be  passed 
over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  (S.  994)  to  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  to  construct,  oper¬ 
ate,  and  maintain  the  Spokane  Valley 
project,  Washington  and  Idaho  under 
Federal  reclamation  laws,  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Let  the  bill  be  passed 
over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 


ADVANCEMENT  OF  CAPT.  EDWARD  J. 

STEICHEN,  U.S.  NAVAL  RESERVE 

The  bill  (S.  587)  to  provide  for  the  ad¬ 
vancement  of  Capt.  Edward  J.  Steichen, 
U.S.  Naval  Reserve  (retired)  to  the  grade 
of  rear  admiral  on  the  Naval  Reserve 
retired  list  was  considered,  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
‘  £hird  time,  and  passed,  as  follows : 

3e  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  o\ 
Ambdca  in  Congress  assembled.  That  Capri 
Edward  J.  Steichen,  United  States  Naval  Re¬ 
serve  (Retired) ,  shall  be  advanced  on/the 
Naval  Reserve  retired  list  to  the  grade  an  rear- 
admiral  effective  as  of  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  ActNjn  recognition  of  his  nfvaluable 
services  on  Behalf  of  the  United /States  and 
the  United  States  Navy  through/outstanding 
contributions  iiivthe  science  of/photography. 

Sec.  2.  Nothingvcontained  i6  this  Act  shall 
be  deemed  to  increase  the  Retired  or  retire¬ 
ment  pay  received  by  the/said  Captain  Ed¬ 
ward  J.  Steichen  and\i  a/other  benefits  shall 
accrue  to  him  by  virp(e  of  the  enactment 
thereof. 


BILLS/PASSED  'OVER 

The  bill  (H(R.  3293)  to  authorize  the 
construction/  of  modern  naval  vessels, 
was  announced  as  next  in  ordei 

Mr.  KJZATING.  Let  the  bill  ^passed 
over. 

Ttyf  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Th\  bill 
will/be  passed  over. 

he  bill  (H.R.  213)  to  provide  adc 
lonal  time  within  which  certain  Statf 
agreements  under  section  218  of  the  So¬ 
cial  Security  Act  may  be  modified  to 
secure  coverage  for  nonprofessional 
school  district  employees,  was  announced 
as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  ask  that  the  bill  be 
passed  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 


SUSPENSION  OF  DEPORTATION  OF 
CERTAIN  ALIENS 

The  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  21)  favoring  the  suspension  of  de¬ 
portation  in  the  case  of  certain  aliens 
was  considered  and  agreed  to,  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of 
Representatives  concurring) ,  That  the  Con¬ 
gress  favors  the  suspension  of  deportation 
in  i|the  case  of  each  alien  hereinafter  named, 
in  which  case  the  Attorney  General  has 
suspended  deportation  for  more  than  six 
months : 

A-4727055,  Blaek,  Ewald. 

A— 6623087,  Chen,  Won. 

A— 7073910,  Chen,  Rose  Marcial. 


A-7841721,  Doxas,  Ioannis  Georges. 

A— 7469427,  Duran-Gomez,  Lucio. 

A— 5653974,  Goldberg,  Jennie. 

A-5923851,  Gonie,  Abdul. 

A-8227824,  Hintopoulos,  Anastasic 
A-8227810,  Hintopoulos,  Elizabett 
A-10237829,  Howell,  James. 

A-9509847,  Kim,  Tan  Cheng. 

A-7910271,  Laskaratos,  Antor 
A-3734088,  Laush,  John. 

A-7606569,  Lorsy,  Pierre  Auguste. 

A— 5680354,  Mitsis,  Vasili//  George. 
A-3191505,  Miyagi,  Shhftaro. 

A-9702526,  Nam,  Wo*. 

T-330304,  Nunez,  Estrella  Quesda-Padron 
de. 

A— 10828947,  Oka yfo,  Toshio. 

A— 9783404,  Pios/  Ching  Tsung. 

A-3313814,  Poon,  Gee  King. 

A-7123769,  Frano,  Francesco. 
A-3026388/Sikinger,  Maximilian. 
A-5983274,  Teh-Chee,  Wong. 

A-6218J/16,  Tijerina,  Elidia  Gomez. 

A— 8088837,  Yee,  Chan  Tim. 

A-9JJ34992,  Choy,  Wong. 

A-5309224,  Engelbert,  Walter. 

■^6888873,  Huppert,  George. 

,  -6798911,  Huppert,  Marta  (nee  Simon). 
A-9563617,  Karapanagiotis,  Aristotelis 
^Anastassios. 

•A-9197864,  Sing,  Lai. 

A— 1050460?,  De  Belmares,  Josefina  Coronel. 
A-4789022,  Evans,  Zena  Ann. 

A-4786269,  Hamasaki,  Hirolchi. 

A-5364167,  Hamasaki  Tsugino. 

A-9684330,  Kam,  Lo. 

A-9799123,  Kwai,  Yung  Ah. 

A-3351370,  Lum,  Chong. 

A-7186533,  Rubin  Riva. 

A-4276892,  Dos  Santos,  Alfredo  Lopes. 
A-7450107,  Wong,  Kam. 

A-6657670,  Chellotis,  Athanasios  Elias. 
A-7898703,  Costa- Coloret,  Candido. 
A-10292017,  Costa,  Candida  Jalda-Diaz  De. 
A-7137721,  Galaviz,  Juana. 

A-7886181,  Lam,  Cheong  King. 

A-5056856,  Trentin,  Giuseppe. 

A-2794618,  Carlson,  Peter. 

A-6984286,  Garcia-Mendez,  Celia. 
A-6984283,  Garcia-Mendez,  Maria. 
A-6984285,  Garcia-Mendez,  Victor. 
A-3974383,  May,  Chang  Ah. 

A-9625807,  Mustasaar,  Jaan. 

A-8952421,  Wing,  Lew. 

A-8952422,  Chung,  Lee  Sun. 

A-5830879,  Arden,  Robert  H. 

A-7264249,  Kildea,  Gay  Yvonne. 

A-82 17364,  Silaikis,  Felix. 

A-9635445,  Wong,  Chong. 

A-10255991,  Chow,  Sow  Tan. 

A-9727518,  Giraud,  Boniface  Victorius 
LWm. 

,-7241518,  Lynch,  Timoth  James. 
A-A^069727,  Yin,  Ho  York. 

A-7266325,  Fong,  Han  Soon. 

A-9574969,  Lim,  Chew  Tak. 

A-1025^551,  Toon,  Tan  Siang. 

A-7469694,  Wah,  Tan  Jow. 

A-9537742vTan,  Yap  Eng. 

A-9581879,  Saun,  Tin  Joke. 

A-7978933,  Nunez  y  Plasencia,  Juan  Jose. 


MAGDA 


JSEN  CANJUGA 


The  bill  (S.  29)  fbr  the  relief  of  Magda 
Kusen  Canjuga  was\onsidered,  ordered 
to  be  engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  ImmigratiomNationality 
Act,  Magda  Kusen  Canjuga  shah  be  held 
and  considered  to  have  been  lawfully  ad¬ 
mitted  to  the  United  States  for  permanent 
residence  as  of  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act,  upon  payment  of  the  required 
visa  fee.  Upon  the  granting  of  permanent 


«... 
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"public  lands"?  .  to  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee*  p.  664] 

Sen,  Neuberger  commended  and  inserted  an  article  by  the  conservat ion/ di¬ 
rector  of  the  I zaak  Walton  League,  "Tomorrow's  Conservation — A  Growing  Popula¬ 
tion  and  Restriced  Lands  Create  Dilemma,"  and  inserted  the  League's  resolutions 
urging  full  consideration  of  fish  aad  wildlife  resources  in  Federal  Power  Com- 
miss\on  functions,  opposing  construction  of  the  Nez  Perce  Dam  and  construction 


or  any\dam  below  the  confluence  of  the  Salmon  River,  Idaho,  and  urging  multiple 
use  of  public  lands  and  study  of  access  to  public  lands,  pp,  6675-7 


15,  WILDLIFE;  ALASKA,  Received  from  Interior  a  proposed  bill  "to  authorize  the  es¬ 
tablishment  \f  the  Arctic  Wildlife  Range,  Alaska";  to  the  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  Committee. 


16 e  WATER;  FISHERIES 0\The  Public  Works  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendment 

S,  1*2,  to  authorize,  the  utilization  of  a  limited  amount  of  storage  space  in  Table 
Rock  Reservoir  for  the  purpose  of  water  supply  for  a /fish  hatchery;  and  without 
amendment  Sa  300,  providing  for  appointment  of  a  st/dy  commission  of  separate 
r  epre  sent  at  ive  3  for  the\Guadalupe  and  San  Antonio  Stiver  Basins,  and  of  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  Texas  Bo$rd  of  Water  Engineers./  p.  D319 


0 


17. 


HIGHWAYS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  ordered  reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 
J4.695,  to  increase  from  5  to  f'ye&rs  the  peridd  in  which  actual  construction  shall 
commence  on  highway  rights-of-w^y  acquired/in  anticipation  of  such  construction, 
p.  D319 


L8.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  Received  from  the  Kre/ident  preliminary  conclusions  of  the 

President's  Committee  to  study  the  foreign  military  assistance  program.  p»  39 


19.  ATOMIC  RADIATION.  Received  from  th4  Calif.  Legislature  a  resolution  urging  Con¬ 
gress  to  clarify  the  jurisdiction  of  a  St^e  concerning  the  protection  of  health 
and  safety  of  the  public  from  radiation  hazards  incident  to  the  possession  oi 
materials  licensed  by  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  p.  6642 

Sen.  Bridges  inserted  a/.  editorial  pointing  out  the  dangers  of  radioactive 

fallout,  p.  6693 


3 


REPORTS,  Received  from  H$W  a  report  of  that  Department  for  fiscal  year  193>8;  to 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee»  p.  661*1 


INFLATION.  Sen.  Busi/inserted  his  recent  speech  discussing  "the  need  for  fiscal 
discipline  in  the  Federal  Governmeht  in  order  to  preserveXthe  credit  01  he 

United  States."  /pp.  6660-1  \  ,  .  .  _+ 

Sens,  Bush  /nd  Bridges  inserted  a  magazine  article.  Argument  Against  Creep¬ 
ing  Inflation/"  discussing  the  dangers  of  inflation,  pp.  o663y5,  °°9 1-5 


>2.  WHEAT.  Sen y Lange r  inserted  two  GTA  Daily  Radio  Roundups  discussing  the  prospects 
for  the  enactment  of  wheat  legislation  diring  the  session  of  Congrb^s.  pp.66«3-L 


>3.  ELECTRIFICATION .  Sen,  Langer  inserted  a  GTA  Daily  Radio  Roundup  discussing  the 
veto/f  the  REA  loan  approval  bill.  p.  6681; 


!l».  IWH&EST  RATES.  Sen.  Proxmire  charged  that  "high"  interest  rates  "is  unmitigated, 
scandalous  waste."  PP.  6685-9 _ _ — _ — — - - - — — — — — 


of  the  Central  Valley  project,  Calif,  pp.  6725-39  _ _  .  _ _ 


26. 
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SURPLUS  FOOD.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  articles  supporting  his  food  for  peace  bi] 
(S.  ,1711)  to  expand  the  use  of  CCC  surplus  food  in  needy  countries,  pp.  6721- ' 


27. 


\  / 
SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Humphrey  commended  the  Soil  Stewardship  Week  sponsored  by 
the  Nat\l  Ass’n  of  Soil  Conservation  Districts,  and  stated  that  "the  soil /con¬ 
servation,  districts  deserve  high  commendation  for  their  untiring  efforts /xo  build 
understanding  of  both  the  techniques  and  the  value  of  soil  and  water  observa¬ 
tion."  pp/\£>723-U 


28.  ADJOURNED  until\Thurs.,  May  7*  p.  67I4.2 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


29*  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  K&fauver  inserted  former  President  T ruman T s  And  Eric  Johnston* { 
addresses  commemorating  the  10th  anniversary  of  the  Point-U  jpu’ogram.  pp.  A36 99- 
700,  A37C6 


30.  FARM  PROGRAM,  Extension  o'!?  remarks  of  Sen.  Humphrey  inserting  a  speech  by  the 

editor  of  the  Washington  Newsletter,  NatTl  Farmers  Union,  "What  Kind  of  Farm  <3 
Program,"  and  stating  that  \*..it  lucidly  explains  the'  purposes  of  national  far. 
programs  and  pinpoints  the  failures  of  the  Benson  farm  policies  to  achieve  these 


purposes."  pp.  A3 708-9 


31. 


RICE,  Sen.  Fulbright  inserted  an  Article,  "U.  S/Rice  Farmers  Tap  U.  N.  Technical 
Aid,"  reporting  on  the  progress  offish-rice  research  and  experiment  programs* 
pp.  A3 709-10 


32.  AIR  POLLUTION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  \Sery7  Kuchel  urging  action  by  the  House  on 
a  Senate  passed  bill  to  extend  for  fiveVpars  the  research  program  in  air  pollu¬ 
tion,  and  inserting  a  statement  describ/^  the  impact  of  air  pollution  upon 
agriculture,  pp.  A3 716-7 


33.  EGGS.  Rep.  Lane  inserted  an  article/ "Jus  ticefepartment  May  Look  Into  Egg  Price 
Fixing."  rr»  A3 729-30 


3lu  FORESTS.  Extension  of  remarks  0/ Rep.  Dixon  commefing  this  Department’s  report/ 
"Program  for  the  National  Fore/ts."  p.  A3739 


3^.  WHEAT.  Rep.  Derounian  inserted  an  editorial,  "Mountains  of  Wheat,"  urging  Con¬ 
gress  to  "not  delay  any  lqnger"  its  attack  on  the  county’s  mountainous  surplus 
of  wheat,  p.  A37U9 


36.  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT.  Rep4  Trimble  inserted  an  article  discussing  the  work  being 
done  in  Arkansas  thrpugh  the  rural  development  program  to  strengthen  the  dairy 
industry  and  improve  rural  telephone  service,  p.  A375>3 


37.  SUBSIDIES.  Rep.  Bosch  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  " Incentives /\Not  Subsidies, 
Meet  Human  Neeas."  p.  A376l 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


38.  FORESTRY.  ^«<J.He0/?5by  Sen.  Mansfield,  et  al,  H.  J.  Res*  363,  by  Rep.  Anderson, 
Mor$.,  H;  J.  Res,  36)4,  bv  Rep.  Coffin,  H„  J.  Res.  36f>,  by  Rep.  Gavin,  ancKH.  J. 
Res.  366,/fe?  ^f'Bvi^i^fgJHhe  acceleration  of  the  various  reforestation  programs 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior;  tc  S.  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  and  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committees,  jointly, 
to/House  Agriculture  Committee.  Remarks  of  Sen.  Mansfield  pp,  66^2-3$  remarks' 
of  Rep.  Metcalf  pp.  67^0-1. 
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toe  the  first  in  a  series  of  exchanges  through 
whichNthe  students  of  both  nations  may 
communicate  their  experiences  and  aspira¬ 
tions  to  one  another. 

In  these  ram.es  of  tension  when  the  Soviet 
Union  and  the  United  States  so  often  seem 
perilously  clos<Nte>  a  war  of  mutual  destruc¬ 
tion  and  co-annihilation,  it  is  of  crucial  im¬ 
portance  that  whoever  differences  exist  be¬ 
tween  the  two  nations  not  be  compounded 
by  myth  and  misunderstanding.  To  dispel 
such  myth  and  promote  genuine  under¬ 
standing,  this  issue  of  tnh.  Student  is  dedi¬ 
cated.  -  \ 

It  is  only  natural  that  tlNfirst  of  these 
exchanges  should  be  devoted  V  education, 
the  endeavor  in  which  both  we  and  our 
counterparts  in  the  Soviet  UnionSare  most 
vitally  concerned.  If  our  treatment*,  of  the 
material  seems  too  general  and  ourSscope 
too  comprehensive  for  readers  in  this  cW 
try,  we  ask  them  only  to  bear  in  mind  our 
purpose,  in  reading  the  pages  that  follow.  \ 


SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY 
PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  44)  to  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the 
San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  proj¬ 
ect,  California,  to  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  State  of  California  with 
respect  to  the  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  such  unit,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  S.  44 
is  authored  by  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  from  California  [Mr.  Engle]  and 
by  me.  It  is  endorsed  by  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  interposed  no  objection.  The  bill  is 
recommended  by  the  government  of 
California  presided  over  by  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Edmund  G.  Brown,  a  Democrat; 
and  it  was  recommended  by  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  California  presided  over  by  his 
predecessor,  Hon.  Goodwin  Knight,  a  Re¬ 
publican.  Thus,  my  colleague  and  I  are 
in  the  happy  position  of  being  able  to  say 
that  the  bill  comes  to  the  Senate  floor 
recommended  by  all  those  agencies. 
State  and  Federal,  which  have  an  offi¬ 
cial  interest  in  the  subject  matter. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  prefer  not  to  yield 
until  I  have  completed  my  opening  re¬ 
marks.  Then  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield. 

By  way  of  background,  I  may  say — 
and  I  have  said  it  before  in  the  Senate — 
that  in  population  California  is  now  the 
second  largest  State  among  the  49 
States.  California  has  14  million  people. 
Our  State  is  a  semiarid  region.  New 
citizens  are  coming  to  California  at 
the  rate  of  in  excess  of  half  a  million 
a  year. 

Water  continues  to  be  our  basic  prob¬ 
lem.  We  are  grateful  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  and  to  Con¬ 
gress  for  the  multiplicity  of  times  when, 
under  the  Constitution,  Congress  has 
acted  in  passing  reclamation  legislation 
to  help  the  people  of  California  solve 
their  water  problems. 

Mr.  President,  the  proposed  legislation 
before  us  now  is  of  great  importance  to 
the  State  of  California.  This  is  the  sec¬ 
ond  time  such  legislation,  designed  to 
authorize  the  San  Luis  project,  has  been 
before  the  U.S.  Senate.  Last  year,  in  the 
85th  Congress,  the  Senate  considered  a 


bill  essentially  the  same  as  S.  44,  and 
voted  its  approval. 

This  year  hearings  were  again  held  on 
this  proposal  by  the  Senate  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Reclamation  and  Irrigation  of 
the  Senate  Interior  Committee.  It  was 
gratifying  to  all  of  us  who  have  been 
urging  this  legislation  for  several  years 
to  find  that  every  segment  within  the 
State  of  California  now  has  given  this 
bill  its  unequivocal  endorsement.  The 
people  from  southern  California,  the 
people  from  northern  California,  the 
State  Government  speaking  through  its 
Governor,  every  interested  segment  of 
our  State,  came  before  the  subcommittee 
and  gave  vigorous  endorsement  of  this 
legislation.  I  am  grateful  to  Senator 
Anderson,  of  New  Mexico,  for  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  he  handled  this  bill  both  in 
■the  subcommittee  and  before  the  full 
Senate  Interior  Committee.  I  thank  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  full  com¬ 
mittee,  Senator  Murray,  of  Montana, 
indeed,  every  member  of  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  which  sent  the  bill  unanimously 
to  the  floor. 

Briefly,  the  legislation  before  you  en¬ 
visages  the  construction  of  a  giant, 
2,100,000  acre-feet  storage  reservoir, 
jointly  jo  be  used  by  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  sending  northern  surplus  water 
on  south  through  the  lower  San  Joaquin, 
and  through  the  coastal  counties,  and 
into  all  of  southern  California  under  a 
gigantic  State  system  paid  for  by  the 
State  and  its  people;  and  used  also  by 
the  Federal  Government  in  rescuing 
500,000  acres  of  land  now  in  danger  of 
destruction  because  of  the  vanishing 
water  supply  by  adding  that  vast  area 
to  a  Federal  reclamation  project,  the 
Central  Valley  project. 

Thus,  two  systems — one  a  Federal 
project  in  being;  the  other,  a  State  proj- 
ject  about  to  get  underway — would  both 
be  served  at  San  Luis,  the  point  where 
they  cross — by  a  single  storage  reservoir 
whose  cost  of  construction  and  operation 
would  be  share  by  both  governments. 

The  importance  of  speedy  action  by 
Congress  at  this  time  has  been  height¬ 
ened  by  various  developments  in  Califor¬ 
nia.  Outstanding  is  the  fact  that  a  deci¬ 
sion  has  been  reached  on  the  general 
routing  of  an  imagination-challenging 
aqueduct  to  carry  surplus  waters  of 
northern  California  to  the  heavily 
settled  communities  of  the  southern  half 
of  the  State. 

The  bill  provides  for  the  building  and 
operation  of  a  2,100,000-acre-feet  reser¬ 
voir  at  the  San  Luis  site  on  the  west  side 
of  San  Joaquin  Valley  to  store  and  fur¬ 
nish  water  for  what  are  in  actuality  two 
separate  projects.  These,  as  I  say,  are 
an  additional  unit  of  the  vast  Central 
Valley  project,  a  Federal  undertaking, 
and  an  integral  part  of  the  Feather  River 
project,  a  purely  State  enterprise. 

As  for  the  Federal  interest,  the  project 
will  serve  lands  now  completely  depend¬ 
ent  upon  irrigation  water  pumped  from 
underground  sources.  Years  of  over¬ 
draft  have  caused  the  groundwater  table 
to  recede  at  an  alarming  rate.  The  situ¬ 
ation  has  become  acutely  critical  in  re¬ 
cent  years.  The  supplemental  water 
from  this  project  would  halt  the  inevita¬ 
ble  abandonment  of  land  which  other¬ 


wise  is  liable  to  revert  to  semidesert. 
Thus,  the  Federal  undertaking  would  be 
wholly  in  harmony  with  the  objectives 
of  our  Federal  reclamation  policy  of 
more  than  a  half  century,  by  assuring 
a  livelihood  for  American  families.  At 
present,  nearly  three-quarters  of  a  mil¬ 
lion  persons  would  be  benefited  directly 
and  indirectly  by  the  San  Luis  develop¬ 
ment. 

Here  is  a  unique  opportunity  for  pool¬ 
ing  of  Federal  and  State  resources  and 
abilities.  The  San  Luis  project  would 
have  a  dual  purpose  and  the  one  suita¬ 
ble  reservoir  site  in  the  valley  of  the 
San  Joaquin  would  be  used  by  both  gov¬ 
ernments,  State  and  Federal.  It  will  be 
an  important  link  in  the  development  of 
California,  specifically  in  sections  from 
the  lower  San  Joaquin  and  Santa  Bar¬ 
bara,  and  beyond  the  Tehachapi  Moun¬ 
tains  south  to  the  Mexican  border. 
These  areas,  with  startling  increases  in 
population  and  industry,  are  vitally  con¬ 
cerned  with  efforts  to  transfer  excess 
water  from  the  surplus  counties  of  the 
north  to  the  critical  deficiency  communi¬ 
ties  of  the  south  where  additional  sup¬ 
plies  are  imperative  to  maintain  the 
present  economy,  let  alone  meet  forecast 
demands  for  greater  quantities  to  ac¬ 
commodate  the  logically  anticipated 
growth. 

The  physical  plan  of  San  Luis  involves 
capturing  a  portion  of  the  winter  run¬ 
off  which  each  year  flows  into  the  Sac- 
ramento-San  Joaquin  delta  and  is 
wasted  into  the  Pacific  Ocean.  The 
water  would  be  transported  by  means  of 
the  existing  Tracy  Pumping  Plant  and 
the  Delta-Mendota  Canal  of  the  Central 
Valley  project  to  a  point  near  the  San 
Luis  reservoir  site.  There,  new  facili¬ 
ties  would  be  constructed  to  lift  the 
water  to  the  reservoir  for  storage,  ulti¬ 
mately  for  either  delivery  to  agricultur¬ 
al  lands  of  the  surrounding  area  for  use 
during  the  irrigation  season,  or  for 
transportation  through  huge  new  aque¬ 
ducts  to  the  residential,  industrial, 
metropolitan  and  other  areas  of  Los  An¬ 
geles,  Orange,  Riverside,  San  Bernar¬ 
dino,  Ventura  and  San  Diego  Counties. 
It  will  almost  double  the  utility  of  the 
existing  Delta-Mendota  canal  system  by 
providing  for  its  use  at  a  time  when 
otherwise  it  would  be  idle. 

The  California  water  plan,  with  an 
aggregate  estimated  cost  to  California 
of  nearly  $12  billion,  envisions  facilities 
basically  similar  in  design  and  location 
to  those  proposed  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  to  serve  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley.  It  is  essential  to  provide  a  stor¬ 
age  and  regulating  reservoir  at  a  mid¬ 
way  point  on  the  route  of  the  contem¬ 
plated  interbasin  exchanges. 

It  is  obvious  that  any  effort  to  use  a 
single  reservoir  and  related  facilities 
for  discharge  of  Federal  and  State  re¬ 
sponsibilities  can  lead  to  complications 
and  differences.  Happily,  these  have 
been  resolved  and  dissipated.  Prolonged 
conferences  and  discussions  have  hap¬ 
pily  resulted  in  a  meeting  of  minds  and 
the  drafting  of  this  bill.  Both  State 
and  Bureau  officials  are  on  record  to 
the  effect  that  there  are  no  engineering, 
financial,  legal  or  other  obstacles  to  the 
coordination,  for  both  Federal  and  State 
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purposes,  of  construction  and  operation 
of  the  San  Luis  project  as  contemplated 
in  S.  44. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  this  bill  is 
essentially  the  same  as  the  bill  we  con¬ 
sidered  last  year.  Let  me  touch  briefly 
on  the  major  differences  between  S.  44 
and  last  year’s  legislation.  One  change, 
on  page  3,  line  25,  relates  to  the  cutoff 
date  for  the  agreement  to  be  entered 
into  between  the  State  of  California  and 
the  Federal  Government.  The  bill  last 
year  provided  that  the  cutoff  date  for 
this  agreement  was  to  be  July  1,  1960. 
The  present  bill  extends  this  date  to 
January  1,  1962.  Another  substantive 
change  to  last  year’s  bill  will  be  found 
on  page  2,  beginning  on  line  12.  Here 
we  have  provided  language  to  make  it 
crystal  clear  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  has  a  mandate  to  construct  the 
dam  and  reservoir  so  as  to  permit  the 
expansion  into  such  construction  of 
other  joint-use  facilities,  subject  to  limi¬ 
tations  and  appropriations  authorized, 
and  the  agreement  with  the  State  of 
California. 

The  purpose  of  this  language  is  to 
clarify  provisions  of  the  bill  to  pave  the 
way  for  the  integration  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  with  the  Central  Valley  project  of 
the  California  State  water  plan.  This 
arrangement  will  assure  full  protection 
for  the  Federal  investment  and  at  the 
same  time  evidence  cooperation  with  the 
State  of  California  in  the  conservation 
and  development  of  its  water  resources. 

While  there  are  other  amendments, 
they  are  largely  of  a  technical  nature. 
I  will  point  out  to  you,  however,  that  the 
bill  that  my  colleague  from  California 
and  I  have  introduced  this  year,  through 
an  inadvertence,  did  not  contain  what 
appears  in  the  printed  bill  as  section  6. 
This  section  relates  to  the  application 
of  Federal  reclamation  laws.  The  lan¬ 
guage  in  section  6  of  the  present  bill 
is  essentially  the  same  as  section  7  of 
last  year’s  bill. 


I  have  emphasized  throughout  these 
remarks  the  project  would  have  a  dual 
purpose,  carrying  out  both  a  Federal  and 
a  State  plan  and  supplying  water  for 
different  uses.  We  envisage  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  2,100,000-acre-feet  reservoir  be¬ 
cause  that  would  be  more  economical, 
more  practicable,  and  the  commonsense 
way  of  proceeding  to  meet  these  varying 
requirements.  Accordingly,  the  bill 
should  unequivocally  provide  that  in  one 
area  served  by  the  Federal  project,  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  law  will  apply,  while 
in  the  other  area,  served  by  the  Feather 
River  project,  California  law  will  apply. 
It  should  be  made  crystal-clear  that  the 
Federal  acreage  limitations  will  be  en¬ 
forced  in  the  case  of  those  benefitting 
from  the  Federal  project  in  this  joint 
venture.  It  similarly  should  unequiv- 
ocably  declare  that  Federal  laws  will  not 
m  any  way  or  manner  affect  lands  which 
may  be  supplied  from  features  which  are 
a  part  of  the  California  water  plan. 
Both  those  for  and  against  this  legisla¬ 
tion  should  know  beyond  doubt  that  the 
project  will  handle  purely  intrastate 
waters  which  the  Creator  has  sent  to 
California,  and  that  under  the  State  sys¬ 
tem,  these  State  waters  will  be  used  in 
accoi  dance  with  State  laws.  I  wish  it 


equally  clear  and  unmistakable  that  on 
the  lands  which  are  part  of  the  Central 
Valley  project,  the  waters  will  be  used 
pursuant  to  Federal  law.  The  fact  that 
the  same  reservoir  will  be  used  to  store 
two  categories  of  water  should  not  lead 
to  the  imposition  of  a  Federal  law  and 
Federal  obligations  on  persons  who  are 
beneficiaries  only  of  the  State  expendi¬ 
ture  and  effort. 

The  bill  thoroughly  protects  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  United  States.  In  the  very 
unlikely  event  that  an  agreement  with 
California  cannot  be  reached,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Interior  must  report  that  fact 
to  the  Congress  and  then  wait  90  days 
before  proceeding  to  construct  the  proj¬ 
ect  according  to  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
specifications  and  plan.  Under  no  cir¬ 
cumstances  can  the  Secretary  initiate 
the  project  until  he  has  secured,  or  has 
satisfactory  evidence  of  his  ability  to  se¬ 
cure,  all  rights  to  the  use  of  water  neces¬ 
sary  for  successful  operation.  Further, 
the  entire  Federal  cost  of  the  project  al¬ 
located  to  water  users  will  be  repaid  by 
them  over  a  period  not  to  exceed  50  years. 

The  bill  likewise  contains  carefully 
framed  provisions  to  protect  and  advance 
the  interests  of  California.  For  example, 
should  the  State  elect  not  to  enter  into 
the  contemplated  contract  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  it  can  still  preserve  its 
interest  in  the  site  by  making  available 
to  the  Secretary  sufficient  funds  to  pay 
the  additional  cost  of  designing  and  con¬ 
structing  the  dam  and  joint-use  facili¬ 
ties  to  permit  enlargement  at  some  sub¬ 
sequent  date.  Thus,  the  State  will  ac¬ 
quire  an  irrevocable  right  to  enlarge  or 
modify  those  facilities  at  any  time  in  the 
future  and  a  perpetual  right  to  the  use 
of  such  additional  capacity. 

Based  on  a  State-Federal  agreement, 
the  Secretary,  as  the  bill  now  pi'ovides, 
can  either  initially  construct  the  reser¬ 
voir  to  full  capacity,  2,100,000  acre-feet, 
and  to  corresponding  capacity  of  other 
joint-use  facilities,  in  order  to  permit  im¬ 
mediate  integration  and  coordinated  op¬ 
eration  of  the  works,  or  he  can  construct 
them  to  meet  requirements  of  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  but  on  a  basis  susceptible 
to  future  expansion  by  the  State  if  later 
desired. 

The  benefits  of  this  venture  should  be 
widespread.  Its  need  is  obvious  from 
reference  to  the  tremendous  expansion 
of  California  population,  industry  and 
agriculture  during  recent  years.  From 
a  population  of  less  than  7  million  in 
1940,  we  have  more  than  double  that 
number  of  people  today.  The  State  de¬ 
partment  of  water  resources  shows  an 
almost  unbelievable  rise  in  consumption 
of  water  and  foresees  even  harder  to 
comprehend  increases  in  the  rest  of  the 
present  century.  The  department  re- 
poited  that  back  in  1950  the  estimated 
seasonal  shortage  of  developed  water  in 
California  was  about  2.7  million  acre- 
feet  and  by  1965  some  experts  warn  that, 
without  this  and  other  equally  vital 
undertakings,  the  overdraft  may  reach 
10  million  acre-feet  per  season. 

When  the  Governor  of  California  was 
here  several  weeks  ago,  he  appeared  be- 
fore  our  committee  and  urged  that  the 
bill  in  its  present  form  be  passed.  I  do 


There  are  one  or  two  other  things  to 
which  I  wish  to  allude.  First  of  all,  be¬ 
fore  the  committee,  interested  citizens 
who  represented  the  areas  in  my  State 
covered  by  the  counties  of  Santa  Clara, 
San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey 
asked  for  an  opportunity  to  be  consid¬ 
ered  in  the  legislation  with  respect  to 
the  possibility  of  an  additional  source 
of  surplus  water  for  the  people  who  are 
moving  into  those  areas  and  who  will 
need  water  for  domestic  purposes.  The 
proposed  legislation,  I  am  glad  to  say, 
contains  the  following  section: 

(b)  The  Secretary  Is  authorized  to  provide 
Central  Valley  project  service,  by  way  of  the 
Pacheco  Tunnel  route,  to  lands  and  munici¬ 
palities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa 
Cruz,  and  Monterey  Counties:  Provided, 
That  construction  of  the  works  to  provide 
such  service  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  a 
report  demonstrating  their  physical  and  eco¬ 
nomic  feasibility  has  been  completed,  re¬ 
viewed  by  the  State,  and  approved  by  the 
Secretary  and  by  the  Congress,  and  in  no 
event  prior  to  July  X,  19G4,  unless,  in  the 
meantime,  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  shall  have  notified  the  Secretary  that 
the  State  approves  the  construction  of  such 
works  by  the  United  States. 

Thus,  were  the  bill  to  become  law,  as  I 
devoutly  hope  it  will,  Congress  would 
have  an  additional  responsibility  to  dis¬ 
charge  under  the  section  I  have  just 
read.  But  I  think  it  fair  to  say  that  the 
one  apprehension  about  which  I  very 
much  regret,  one  or  two  of  my  colleagues 
have  spoken  to  me  concerns  another  sec¬ 
tion.  I  want  to  try  to  meet  any  objec¬ 
tion  head  on,  if  I  can,  and  to  spread  the 
facts  on  the  Record  now. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  every  intention 
on  the  part  of  the  authors  of  the  bill  to 
have  the  Federal  reclamation  law  apply 
completely  to  every  drop  of  water  which 
goes  into  the  San  Luis  Dam  and  which 
thereafter  is  to  be  used  on  properties 
lying  within  the  expanded  Federal  rec¬ 
lamation  area.  There  is  every  inten¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  authors  of  this 
measure  that  the  water  for  storage  in 
this  reservoir  which  is  to  be  used  by  the 
State  of  California  in  the  State  system, 
paid  for  by  the  people  of  California, 
and  almost  completely  to  be  used  for 
domestic  purposes,  shall  be  governed  by 
the  law  of  the  State  of  California,  and 
by  the  law  of  the  State  of  California 
alone. 

Thus,  Mr.  President,  we  have  here  a 
proposal  for  a  joint-use  reservoir  utiliz¬ 
ing  the  only  area  in  the  mountains  of 
my  State  which  is  suitable  for  a  great 
2-million-acre  dam  by  means  of  which 
Federal  benefits  under  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  law  will  flow  to  farmers  in  a 
Federal  area,  and  by  means  of  which 
benefits  to  the  people  of  my  State  who 
will  need  water  will  be  received  from 
the  waters  stored  in  the  dam  which 
feeds  the  State  system. 

Mr.  President,  is  it  not  just  that,  in 
such  a  situation.  State  law,  and  State 
law  alone,  shall  govern?  I  think  so; 
and  it  is  on  that  basis  that  we  have 
particularly  provided  in  section  6(a): 

The  provisions  of  the  Federal  reclamation, 
laws  shall  not  be  applicable  to  water  de¬ 
liveries  or  to  the  use  of  drainage  facilities 
serving  lands  under  contract  with  the  State 
to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside  of  the 
Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  described 
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in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central 
Valley  Project”,  dated  December  17,  1956. 

Mr.  President,  if  there  were  two  dam- 
sites  at  San  Luis,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  could  proceed  to  build  one  dam 
to  serve  the  Federal  reclamation  area; 
and  the  State  of  California  could  pro¬ 
ceed  to  build  a  dam  immediately  ad¬ 
jacent  to  it,  and  to  have  pass  through 
the  latter  dam  waters  serving  the  State 
system  only.  But  how  ridiculous  and 
how  economically  unfeasible  such  an 
arrangement  would  be. 

Mr.  President,  is  it  not  in  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  United  States  and 
the  people  of  California  that  one  reser¬ 
voir  be  constructed  jointly  at  the  one 
site  the  Creator  has  made  available,  and 
that  it  be  used  in  a  joint  capacity?  I 
think  so.  So  does  my  colleague.  So 
does  the  Governor  of  California.  So 
does  every  member  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs — • 
whether  Democrat  or  Republican. 

So,  Mr.  President,  this  is  a  piece  of 
proposed  legislation  which  should  be 
passed  this  year  by  the  Senate,  as  it  was 
passed  last  time,  and  this  year  in  the 
hope  that  it  will  soon  be  on  its  way  to  the 
White  House. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
85th  Congress  the  Senate  passed  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  virtually  identical  in 
substance  with  the  bill  which  now  is  be¬ 
fore  us.  So  most  Senators  are  well  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  merits  of  the  San 
Luis  project. 

Furthermore,  I  may  say  that  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague,  the  senior  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  ,  has  made 
an  excellent  explanation  of  this  project. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  last  session  of 
Congress,  the  corresponding  bill  was  co¬ 
authored  by  the  present  senior  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  and  by 
my  predecessor,  who  then  was  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader,  Senator  Knowland,  then 
the  senior  Senator  from  California.  So 
little  can  be  added  to  the  information 
my  colleagues  already  have  with  respect 
to  this  project. 

Mr.  President,  today  I  wish  to  empha¬ 
size  only  two  or  three  points,  which,  al¬ 
though  not  new,  are  important,  and 
should  be  kept  in  mind  in  connection 
with  the  consideration  of  this  proposed 
legislation. 

First  and  foremost,  Mr.  President,  this 
project  is  a  “rescue”  project,  not  a  new 
development.  Almost  no  new  land  will 
be  brought  into  agricultural  production. 
The  service  area  of  the  Federal  San  Luis 
unit  already  is  almost  fully  irrigated 
from  ground  water  pumped  from  deep 
wells  which  are  almost  as  deep  and  as 
expensive  as  some  oil  wells.  These  tube 
wells  go  down  from  600  feet  to  more  than 
2,000  feet.  They  cost  approximately 
$75,000  to  drill — each. 

I  can  remember  when  we  thought  a 
ranch  which  cost  $75,000  was  a  good- 
sized  ranch  and  an  expensive  one.  The 
water  pumped  from  these  depths  costs 
$20  or  more  an  acre-foot.  But  the 
worst  feature  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
water  is  giving  out;  the  water  table  is 
sinking  lower  and  lower  each  year,  be¬ 
cause  the  required  draft  on  this  sub¬ 


terranean  supply  is  so  much  greater 
than  its  annual  natural  replenishment. 
The  figures  shown  by  hydrologic  studies 
are  in  the  order  of  1  million  or  more 
acre-feet  of  annual  use,  as  against  220,- 
000  acre-feet  of  annual  replenishment. 
In  other  words,  in  order  to  sustain  a 
developed  and  highly  productive  agri¬ 
cultural  economy,  this  ground  water  is 
being  “mined”  to  the  point  of  exhaus¬ 
tion;  and  we  are,  in  effect,  consuming 
a  capital  resource.  That  is  why  I  call 
the  San  Luis  project  a  “rescue”  project. 
It  is  a  project  to  save  good  cropland 
from  returning  to  sagebrush  and  sand. 

Second,  Mr.  President,  I  should  like 
to  point  out  that  the  San  Luis  project 
will  not  add  to  price-supported  agricul¬ 
tural  production.  Now  that  we  have 
huge  agricultural  surpluses,  I  think  that 
is  an  important  point,  because  it  would 
not  make  sense  to  develop  any  agricul¬ 
tural  production  which  would  be  added 
to  the  existing  surpluses.  No  corn,  no 
tobacco,  no  rice,  and  no  peanuts  are 
grown  in  the  service  area.  The  cotton 
grown  there  is  the  long-staple  variety 
which  is  not  competitive  with  southern 
cotton;  and  in  any  event  the  cotton 
acreage  will  not  be  increased  by  this 
reclamation  project. 

My  opinion  is  that  the  cotton  acreage 
will  decline,  because  with  an  assured 
water  supply,  the  trend  will  be  toward 
high  value  speciality  crops  and  toward 
smaller  farms,  which  are  not  typical  of 
large-scale  cotton  production. 

As  for  the  wheat  which  now  is  grown 
in  the  area,  it  will  disappear  entirely 
under  full  irrigation,  in  favor  of  alfalfa, 
vegetables,  fruits,  melons,  and  similar 
crop  versatility.  I  may  say,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  every  time  we  have  added 
water  to  the  farms  in  the  Western  States 
we  have  decreased  the  size  of  the  farms, 
we  have  increased  the  number  of  family¬ 
sized  farms,  we  have  moved  in  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  diversified  farming,  and  we  have 
moved  away  from  large-scale  farming. 

Another  significant  point,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  is  that  the  farmers  of  San  Luis  will 
pay  for  this  project  virtually  100  percent. 
The  San  Luis  costs  are  allocated  almost 
entirely  to  irrigation,  except  for  a  little 
which  is  allocated  to  municipal  water 
supply,  plus  a  small  item  of  $100,000 
which  is  allocated  to  recreation.  No 
part  of  the  cost  is  allocated  to  flood  con¬ 
trol  or  to  electric  power.  Except  for  the 
recreation  item  costing  $100,000,  the  full 
cost  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  will  be 
repaid  to  the  Federal  Treasury  by  the 
water  users  under  reclamation  law. 

Mr.  President,  with  reference  to  the 
item  for  recreation — an  item  in  the 
amount  of  $100,000 — let  me  say  that  the 
cost  of  recreation  facilities  on  these  great 
lakes  in  California  should  not  be  charged 
to  the  farmers.  The  irrigators  should 
not  have  to  pay  for  recreational  facilities 
on  these  great  projects.  Such  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  benefit  the  city  dwellers 
and  others  who,  on  weekends  and  at 
other  times,  enjoy  those  water  resources. 
In  some  instances,  on  the  man-made 
lakes  in  California,  there  are  as  many 
as  35,000  persons  on  a  weekend.  They 
enjoy  those  facilities.  The  Government 
has  erected  them.  In  my  opinion,  the 


expenditure  of  $100,000,  nonreimbursa¬ 
ble,  for  recreational  facilities  is  justified, 
because  they  are  for  the  benefit  of  the 
general  public,  not  for  the  benefit  of  the 
irrigators.  To  do  otherwise  would  be 
to  require  that  the  irrigators  pay  the 
cost  of  recreational  facilities  which  are 
used  by  others. 

Finally,  as  the  Governor  of  California 
emphasized  at  the  committee  hearings 
on  Senate  bill  44,  the  State  of  California 
is  making  a  tremendous  effort  to  solve 
its  own  critical  water  problem.  My  col¬ 
league  already  has  referred  to  this  effort. 
The  Federal  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central 
Valley  project  is  part  and  parcel  of  the 
overall  State  water  plan  which  the 
State  is  prepared  to  commence  with  ex¬ 
penditures  of  more  than  $J  billion  of  its 
own  money  in  the  next  few  years.  For 
the  joint-use  facilities  of  San  Luis  alone, 
under  the  cooperative  Federal- State 
plan  proposed  in  Senate  bill  44,  the 
State’s  share  of  San  Luis  construction 
is  estimated  at  $240  million,  and  the 
Federal  share  at  $160  million.  The  San 
Luis  reservoir  and  other  joint-use  facil¬ 
ities,  whether  constructed  initially  only 
to  serve  the  Federal  project,  or  whether 
built  to  enlarged  capacity  to  serve  both 
projects,  will  be  operated  by  the  Federal 
Government  as  a  part  of  the  Central  Val¬ 
ley  project,  under  agreement  with  the 
State. 

To  avoid  any  possible  confusion,  let 
me  summarize  the  cost  figures  again: 
The  Federal  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central 
Valley  project  is  estimated  to  cost 
$290,430,000,  which  is  the  top  limit  of 
Federal  expenditure  authorized  by  this 
bill. 

Of  that  total,  about  $160  million  is 
for  works  that  may  be  utilized  also  by 
the  State  of  California  as  a  link  in  its 
great  conveyance  system  to  transfer 
Feather  River  water  to  southern  Cali¬ 
fornia.  Upon  execution  of  the  Federal- 
State  agreement  contemplated  by  S.  44, 
the  State  will  contribute  approximately 
$240  million  to  pay  the  cost  of  the  en¬ 
larged  capacities  that  will  be  required 
in  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  and  other 
joint-use  facilities  in  order  to  accommo¬ 
date  the  needs  of  both  the  Federal  and 
State  projects.  Then,  in  addition,  the 
State  will  spend  approximately  $420 
million  on  the  Oroville  Dam  and  power- 
plants  on  the  Feather  River,  plus  an¬ 
other  billion  dollars  in  excess  of  its  San 
Luis  contribution  to  convey  Feather 
River  water  from  the  delta  to  southern 
California.  The  ultimate  cost  of  the  en¬ 
tire  State  water  plan  is  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  more  than  $11  billion — the  fig¬ 
ure  mentioned  by  my  colleague,  thfi 
senior  Senator  from  California. 

As  Governor  Brown  said  in  his  testi* 
money  on  S.  44,  “No  State  ever  has 
made  a  comparable  proposal.”  Indeed, 
the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central 
Valley  project  is  but  a  small  part  r>f‘ 
a  tremendous  self-help  program  of  tile 
State  of  California  in  which  this  Federal 
project  will  be  integrated  for  the  mutual 
benefit  of  both.  Here  is  an  ideal  coop¬ 
erative  arrangement  between  the  two 
levels  of  government  that  is  an  espe¬ 
cially  good  reclamation  bargain  for  the 
United  States,  and  it  is  a  good  program 


No.  71- 


■12 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


6728 

for  the  needed  water  development  of  the 
State  of  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  my  colleague  and  myself,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  committee 
amendments  be  agreed  to  en  bloc.  If  I 
understand  correctly,  thereafter  the  able 
senior  Senator  from  Illinois  or  any  other 
Senator  would  have  a  right  to  offer 
amendments  to  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes; 
any  amendment  would  be  in  order. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  committee 
amendments  be  agreed  to  en  bloc,  and 
that  it  be  in  order  thereafter  to  offer 
amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  committee  amendments  agreed  to 
en  bloc  are  as  follows: 

On  page  X,  line  5,  after  the  name  "Cali¬ 
fornia,”  to  insert  "hereinafter  referred  to  as 
the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area”;  on 
page  2,  line  9,  after  the  word  "works”,  to  in¬ 
sert  "of  the  San  Luis  unit”;  in  line  13,  after 
the  name  “San  Luis  Canal”,  to  strike  out 
"Those  joint  use  facilities  may  be  construct¬ 
ed  to  permit  future  expansion,  and  upon 
agreement  by  the  State  or  some  other  public 
agency  to  equitably  share  the  costs  as  later 
provided  in  this  Act,  shall  either  be  so  con¬ 
structed  or”  and  insert  “The  joint-use  facili¬ 
ties  consisting  of  the  dam  and  reservoir  shall 
be  constructed,  and  other  joint-use  facilities 
may  be  constructed  so  as  to  permit  future 
expansion;  or  the  joint-use  facilities”;  in 
line  23,  after  the  word  “area”,  to  insert  “as 
hereinafter  provided”;  on  page  3,  line  14, 
after  the  name  “San  Luis  unit”,  to  strike 
out  “or  has  otherwise  made  provision,  in 
accordance  with  section  4  of  this  Act,  for 
meeting  the  drainage  requirements  of  the 
San  Luis  unit”  and  insert  “or  has  made  pro¬ 
vision  for  constructing  the  San  Luis  inter¬ 
ceptor  drain  to  the  delta  designed  to  meet 
the  drainage  requirements  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  as  generally  outlined  in  San  Luis  project 
report  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  of  May 

1955,  as  transmitted  to  the  Congress  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  December  17, 

1956. ”;  on  page  4,  line  3,  after  the  word 
"the”,  to  insert  "Federal”;  in  line  4,  after 
the  name  "San  Luis”,  to  insert  "unit”;  in 
line  11,  after  the  word  "by”,  to  strike  out 
"July  1,  1960”  and  insert  “January  1,  1962”; 
on  page  5,  line  10,  after  the  word  “State”,  to 
insert  "shall  agree  equitably  to  share  the 
total  cost  of  constructing  the  Joint-use  fa¬ 
cilities  and  as  a  part  of  its  share”;  in  line 
20,  after  the  word  "interfere”,  to  insert 
"unduly”;  on  page  6,  at  the  beginning  of  line 
17,  to  strike  out  "appropriate”  and  insert 
“equitable”;  on  page  7,  line  9,  after  the  word 
“interfere”,  to  insert  "unduly”;  in  line  13, 
after  the  word  "an”,  to  strike  out  "appro¬ 
priate”  and  insert  “equitable”;  on  page  8, 
line  15,  after  the  word  “the”,  to  insert  "Fed¬ 
eral”;  on  page  9,  line  15,  after  “(60  Stat. 
1080,  16  U.S.C.  662)  ”,  to  insert  “as  amended”; 
on  page  10,  after  line  21,  to  insert  a  new  sec¬ 
tion,  as  follows : 

“Sec.  6.  (a)  The  provisions  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  shall  not  be  applicable  to 
water  deliveries  or  to  the  use  of  drainage  fa¬ 
cilities  serving  lands  under  contract  with  the 
State  to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside  of 
the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  de¬ 
scribed  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  entitled  ‘San  Luis  Unit,  Central 
Valley  Project,’  dated  December  17,  1956. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pro¬ 
vide  Central  Valley  project  service,  by  way 
of  the  Pacheco  Tunnel  route,  to  lands  and 
municipalities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito, 
Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey  Counties:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  construction  of  the  works  to  pro¬ 
vide  such  service  shall  not  be  undertaken 


until  a  report  demonstrating  their  physical 
and  economic  feasibility  has  been  completed, 
reviewed  by  the  State,  and  approved  by  the 
Secretary  and  by  the  Congress,  and  in  no 
event  prior  to  July  1,  1964,  unless,  in  the 
meantime,  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  shall  have  notified  the  Secretary  that 
the  State  approves  the  construction  of  such 
works  by  the  United  States.” 

And,  on  page  11,  at  the  beginning  of  line 
16,  to  change  the  section  number  from  “6”  to 
"7”;  so  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

"Be  it  enacted  try  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica  in  Congress  assembled,  That  for  the  prin¬ 
cipal  purpose  of  furnishing  water  for  the  irri¬ 
gation  of  approximately  five  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  acres  of  land  in  Merced,  Fresno,  and 
Kings  Counties,  California,  hereinafter  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service 
area,  and  as  incidents  thereto  of  furnishing 
water  for  municipal  and  domestic  use  and 
providing  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
benefits,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (here¬ 
inafter  referred  to  as  the  Secretary)  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain 
the  San  Luis  unit  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
Central  Valley  project.  The  principal  engi¬ 
neering  features  of  said  unit  shall  be  a  dam 
and  reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site, 
a  forebay  and  afterbay,  the  San  Luis  Canal, 
the  Pleasant  Valley  Canal,  and  necessary 
•pumping  plans,  distribution  systems,  drains, 
channels,  levees,  flood  works,  and  related  fa¬ 
cilities.  The  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  , Joint-use  facili¬ 
ties)  for  joint  use  with  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  State) 
shall  be  the  dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near  the 
San  Luis  site,  forebay  and  afterbay,  pump¬ 
ing  plants,  and  the  San  Luis  Canal.  The 
joint-use  facilities  consisting  of  the  dam 
and  reservoir  shall  be  constructed,  and  other 
joint-use  facilities  may  be  constructed  so 
as  to  permit  future  expansion;  or  the  joint- 
use  facilities  shall  be  constructed  initially 
to  the  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both  the 
Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  and  the 
State’s  service  area  as  hereinafter  provided. 
In  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining 
the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  shall  be 
governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
(Act  of  June  17,  1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts 
amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  there¬ 
to)  except  so  far  as  the  provisions  thereof  are 
inconsistent  with  this  Act.  Construction  of 
the  San  Luis  unit  shall  not  be  commenced 
until  the  Secretary  has  (1)  secured,  or  has 
satisfactory  assurance  of  his  ability  to  secure, 
all  rights  to  the  use  of  water  which  are  nec¬ 
essary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  unit 
and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  this  Act, 
and  (2)  received  satisfactory  assurance  from 
the  State  of  California  that  it  will  make 
provision  for  a  master  drainage  outlet  and 
disposal  channel  for  the  San  Joaquin  Valley, 
as  generally  outlined  in  the  California  water 
plan,  Bulletin  Numbered  3,  of  the  California 
Department  of  Water  Resources,  which  will 
adequately  serve,  by  connection  therewith, 
the  drainage  system  for  the  San  Luis  unit  or 
has  made  provision  for  constructing  the  San 
Luis  interceptor  drain  to  the  delta  designed 
to  meet  the  drainage  requirements  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  as  generally  outlined  in  San 
Luis  project  report  by  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  of  May  1955,  as  transmitted  to  the 
Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
December  17,  1956. 

“Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States,  to  negotiate  and 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of 
California  providing  for  coordinated  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  the 
joint-use  facilities,  in  order  that  the  State 
may,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  de¬ 
liver  water  in  service  areas  outside  the  Fed¬ 
eral  San  Luis  unit  service  area  as  described 
in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  entitled  "San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Val¬ 
ley  Project,”  dated  December  17,  1956.  The 
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Secretary  shall  not  commence  construction 
of  the  San  Luis  unit,  except  for  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  designs  and  specifications  and  other 
preliminary  work,  until  the  execution  of 
such  an  agreement  between  the  United 
States  and  the  State,  but  if  such  an  agree¬ 
ment  has  not  been  executed  by  January  1, 
1962,  and  if,  after  consultation  with  the 
Governor  of  the  State,  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  prospects  of  reaching  accord 
on  the  terms  thereof  are  not  reasonably  firm, 
he  may  proceed  to  construct  and  operate 
the  San  Luis  unit  in  accordance  with  section 
1  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That,  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  so  determines,  he  shall  report  thereon  to 
the  Congress  and  shall  not  commence  con¬ 
struction  for  ninety  calendar  days  from  the 
date  of  his  report  (which  ninety  days,  how¬ 
ever,  shall  not  include  days  on  which  either 
the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate 
is  not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment 
of  more  than  three  days) .  In  considering  the 
prospects  of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms 
of  the  agreement  the  Secretary  shall  give 
substantial  weight  to  any  relevant  affirmative 
action  theretofore  taken  by  the  State,  in¬ 
cluding  the  enactment  of  State  legislation 
authorizing  the  State  to  acquire  and  con¬ 
vey  to  the  United  States  title  to  lands  to  be 
used  for  the  San  Luis  unit  or  assistance 
given  by  it  in  financing  Federal  design  and 
construction  of  the  unit.  The  authority 
conferred  upon  the  Secretary  by  the  first 
sentence  of  this  section  shall  not,  except 
as  is  otherwise  provided  in  this  section,  be 
construed  as  a  limitation  upon  the  exercise 
by  him  of  the  authority  conferred  in  section 

1  of  this  Act,  but  if  the  State  shall  agree 
equitably  to  share  the  total  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  the  joint-use  facilities  and  as  a 
part  of  its  share  shall  make  available  to  the 
Secretary  sufficient  funds  to  pay  the  addi¬ 
tional  cost  of  designing  and  constructing  the 
Joint-use  facilities  so  as  to  permit  enlarge¬ 
ment,  it  shall  have  an  irrevocable  right  to 
enlarge  or  modify  such  facilities  at  any  time 
in  the  future,  and  a  perpetual  right  to  the 
use  of  such  additional  capacity:  Provided, 
That  the  performance  of  such  work  by  the 
State,  after  approval  of  its  plans  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  shall  be  so  carried  on  as  not  to  inter¬ 
fere  unduly  with  the  operation  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of 
this  Act:  And  provided  further.  That  this 
right  may  be  relinquished  by  the  State  at 
any  time  at  its  option. 

"Sec.  3.  The  agreement  between  the  United 
States  and  the  State  referred  to  in  section 

2  of  this  Act  shall  provide,  among  other 
things,  that — 

"(a)  the  joint  use  facilities  to  be  con¬ 
structed  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  so  de¬ 
signed  and  constructed  to  such  capacities 
and  in  such  manner  as  to  permit  either  (i) 
immediate  integration  and  coordinated 
operation  with  the  State’s  water  projects  by 
providing,  among  other  things,  a  capacity 
in  San  Luis  Reservoir  of  approximately  two 
million  one  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  and 
corresponding  capacities  in  the  other  joint- 
use  facilities  or  (ii)  such  subsequent  en¬ 
largement  or  other  modification  as  may  be 
required  for  integration  and  coordinated 
operation  therewith: 

"(b)  the  State  shall  make  available  to  the 
Secretary  during  the  construction  period 
sufficient  funds  to  pay  an  equitable  share  of 
the  construction  costs  of  any  facilities  de¬ 
signed  and  constructed  as  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)  above.  The  State  contribution 
shall  be  made  in  annual  installments,  each 
of  which  bears  approximately  the  same 
ratio  to  total  expenditures  during  that  year 
as  the  total  of  the  State’s  share  bears  to  the 
total  cost  of  the  facilities;  the  State  may 
make  advances  to  the  United  States  in  order 
to  maintain  a  timely  construction  schedule 
of  the  Joint  use  facilities  and  the  works  of 
the  San  Luis  unit  to  be  used  by  the  State 
and  the  United  States; 
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‘‘(c)  the  State  may  at  any  time  after  ap¬ 
proval  of  its  plans  by  the  Secretary  and  at 
its  own  expense  enlarge  or  modify  San  Luis 
Dam  and  Reservoir  and  other  facilities  to 
be  used  jointly  by  the  State  and  the  United 
States,  but  the  performance  of  such  work 
shall  be  so  carried  on  as  not  to  interfere 
unduly  with  the  operation  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1 
of  this  Act; 

“(d)  the  United  States  and  the  State  shall 
each  pay  annually  an  equitable  share  of  the 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement 
costs  of  the  joint  use  facilities; 

“(e)  promptly  after  execution  of  this 
agreement  between  the  Secretary  and  the 
State,  and  for  the  purpose  of  said  agreement, 
the  State  shall  convey  to  the  United  States 
title  to  any  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  which  it  then  owns  and  which  are  re¬ 
quired  for  the  joint  use  facilities.  The  State 
shall  be  given  credit  for  the  costs  of  these 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  toward 
its  share  of  the  construction  cost  of  the  joint 
use  facilities.  The  State  shall  likewise  be 
given  credit  for  any  funds  advanced  by  it 
to  the  Secretary  for  preparation  of  designs 
and  specifications  or  for  any  other  work  in 
connection  with  the  joint  use  facilities; 

“(f)  the  rights  to  the  use  of  capacities 
of  the  joint  use  facilities  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  shall  be  allocated  to  the  United  States 
and  the  State,  respectively,  in  such  manner 
as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon.  The 
United  States  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the 
exercise  of  its  right  so  allocated,  which  shall 
be  sufficient  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
section  1  of  this  Act  and  which  shall  extend 
throughout  the  repayment  period  and  so 
long  thereafter  as  title  to  the  works  remains 
in  the  United  States.  The  State  shall  not 
be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  allocated 
right  to  the  use  of  the  capacities  of  the  joint 
use  facilities  for  water  service  outside  the 
Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area. 

“(g)  the  Secretary  may  turn  over  to  the 
State  the  eare,  operation,  and  maintenance 
of  any  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  which  are 
used  jointly  by  the  United  States  and  the 
State  at  such  time  and  under  such  condi¬ 
tions  as  shall  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and  the  State; 

“(h)  notwithstanding  transfer  of  title  or 
the  care,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  any 
works  to  the  State,  as  hereinbefore  provided, 
any  organization  which  has  theretofore  en¬ 
tered  into  a  contract  with  the  United  States 
under  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939 
for  a  water  supply  through  the  works  of  the 
San  Luis  unit,  including  joint  use  facilities, 
shall  continue  to  have  and  to  enjoy  the  same 
rights  which  it  would  have  had  under  its 
contract  with  the  United  States  and  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  paragraph  (4)  of  section  1  of  the 
Act  of  July  2,  1956  (70  Stat.  483,  43  U.S.C. 
485h-l),  in  the  absence  of  such  transfer, 
and  its  enjoyment  of  such  rights  shall  be 
without  added  cost  or  other  detriment  aris¬ 
ing  from  such  transfer; 

“(i)  if  a  nonreimbursable  allocation  to 
the  preservation  and  propagation  of  fish  and 
wildlife  has  been  made  as  provided  in  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946  (60 
Stat.  1080,  16  U.S.C.  662),  as  amended,  the 
features  of  the  unit  to  which  such  alloca¬ 
tion  is  attributable  shall,  notwithstanding 
transfer  of  title  or  of  the  care,  operation,  and 
maintenance  to  the  State,  be  operated  and 
maintained  in  such  wise  as  to  retain  the 
bases  upon  which  such  allocation  is  prem¬ 
ised  and,  upon  failure  so  to  operate  and 
maintain  those  features,  the  amount  allo¬ 
cated  thereto  shall  become  a  reimbursable 
cost  to  be  paid  by  the  State. 

“Sec.  4.  In  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  a  drainage  system  for  the  San 
Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  per¬ 
mit  the  use  thereof  by  other  parties  under 
contracts  conforming  generally  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  with 
respect  to  irrigation  repayment  or  service 


contracts  and  is  further  authorized  to  enter 
into  agreements  and  participate  in  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  drainage  facilities  de¬ 
signed  to  serve  the  general  area  of  which 
the  lands  to  be  served  by  the  San  Luis  unit 
are  a  part,  to  the  extent  the  works  author¬ 
ized  in  section  1  of  this  Act  contribute  to 
drainage  requirements  of  said  area.  The 
Secretary  is  also  authorized  to  permit  the 
use  of  the  irrigation  facilities  of  the  San 
Luis  unit,  including  its  facilities  for  sup¬ 
plying  pumping  energy,  under  contracts  en¬ 
tered  into  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act 
of  February  21,  1911  (36  Stat.  925,  43  U.S.C. 
523). 

“Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in 
connection  with  the  San  Luis  unit,  to  con¬ 
struct  minimum  basic  public  recreational 
facilities  and  to  arrange  for  the  operation 
and  maintenance  of  the  same  by  the  State 
or  an  appropriate  local  agency  or  organiza¬ 
tion.  The  cost  of  such  facilities  shall  be 
nonreturnable  and  nonreimbursable  under 
the  Federal  reclamation  laws. 

“Sec.  6.  (a)  The  provisions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  laws  shall  not  be  applic¬ 
able  to  water  deliveries  or  to  the  use  of 
drainage  facilities  serving  lands  under  con¬ 
tract  with  the  State  to  receive  a  water  sup¬ 
ply,  outside  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit 
service  area  described  in  the  report  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  entitled  ‘San 
Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley  Project,’  dated  De¬ 
cember  17,  1956. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pro¬ 
vide  Central  Valley  project  service,  by  way 
of  the  Pacheco  Tunnel  route,  to  lands  and 
municipalities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito, 
Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey  Counties:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  construction  of  the  works  to 
provide  such  service  shall  not  be  under¬ 
taken  until  a  report  demonstrating  their 
physical  and  economic  feasibility  has  been 
completed,  reviewed  by  the  State,  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secretary  and  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  in  no  event  prior  to  July  1,  1964, 
unless,  in  the  meantime,  the  Governor  of 
the  State  of  California  shall'  have  notified 
the  Secretary  that  the  State  approves  the 
construction  of  such  works  by  the  United 
States. 

“Sec.  7.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  construction  of  the  works 
of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  joint  use 
facilities,  authorized  by  this  Act,  other  than 
distribution  systems  and  drains,  the  sum  of 
$290,430,000,  plus  such  additional  amount,  if 
any,  as  may  be  required  by  reason  of  changes 
in  costs  of  construction  of  the  types  involved 
in  the  San  Luis  unit  as  shown  by  engineer¬ 
ing  indexes.  There  are  also  authorized  to 
be  appropriated,  in  addition  thereto,  such 
amounts  as  are  required  (a)  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  such  distribution  systems  and  drains 
as  are  not  constructed  by  local  interests,  and 
(b)  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
unit.  All  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary 
from  the  State  under  this  Act  shall  be  cov¬ 
ered  into  the  same  accounts  as  moneys  ap¬ 
propriated  hereunder  and  shall  be  available, 
without  further  appropriation,  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  Act.” 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  It  is  evident  the 
Senate  will  not  be  ready  to  complete  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  bill  this  evening.  I  under¬ 
stand  there  will  be  a  yea  and  nay  vote 
on  the  measure  on  Thursday.  I  there¬ 
fore  ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  morning  hour  on 
Thursday,  1  hour  be  allocated  to  the 
bill,  30  minutes  to  a  side;  and  30  min¬ 
utes  on  any  amendment  offered  thereto, 
15  minutes  to  a  side. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  on  behalf  of 


myself  and  other  Senators,  I  shall  offer 
an  amendment  to  strike  section  6(a) 
from  the  bill.  I  regard  that  section, 
which  waives  the  160-acre  limitation  of 
reclamation  law  on  so-called  State  serv¬ 
ice  land,  as  the  crucial  part  of  the  bill. 
If  the  amendment  were  to  carry, 
namely,  if  we  were  to  strike  out  section 
6(a)  from  the  bill,  I  personally  would 
vote  for  the  bill.  If  the  section  is  not 
eliminated  from  the  bill,  I  shall  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  vote  against  the  bill. 

I  regard  the  debate  on  section  6(a) 
as  of  equal  importance  with  debate  on 
the  bill  itself.  I  ask  that  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request  be  modified  so 
that  we  may  have  an  hour  upon  the 
amendment  dealing  with  section  6(a), 
as  well  as  1  hour  on  final  passage  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has 
an  amendment  to  offer.  Are  there 
others  to  be  offered? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  shall  offer  the 
amendment  not  only  on  behalf  of  my¬ 
self,  but  on  behalf  of  the  senior  and 
junior  Senators  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse  and  Mr.  Netjberger]. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Am  I  correct  in 
assuming  that  is  the  only  amendment 
.which  will  be  offered? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  cannot  answer  the 
question  just  now.  I  think  it  would  de¬ 
pend  on  the  progress  which  will  be  made 
on  Thursday.  I  want  to  do  everything 
I  can  to  try  to  make  this  water  available 
to  the  people  of  California,  subject  to  the 
protection  of  some  historic  criteria. 

I  appreciate  the  superiority  of  my  dear 
friend  from  Illinois  in  being  able  to 
speak  on  such  a  complicated  matter  as 
this  as  briefly  as  he  has  suggested  in  the 
unanimous  consent  agreement;  but  it  is 
beyond  my  power  of  accomplishment. 
Therefore,  I  could  not  accept  the  unani¬ 
mous  consent  agreement  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  suggests.  I  may 
say  to  him  it  is  my  honest  judgment  that 
action  on  the  bill  will  be  completed  on 
Thursday  afternoon  within  a  reasonable 
period  of  time,  if  no  unanimous  consent 
agreement  is  offered.  I  think  time  will 
be  saved  without  any  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  agreement.  However,  I  am  willing 
to  accommodate  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  on  a  unanimous  consent  agreement, 
but  it  would  have  to  provide  for  2  hours 
on  an  amendment,  1  hour  to  each  side. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  immediately 
at  the  conclusion  of  the  morning  busi¬ 
ness  on  Thursday  2  hours  be  set  aside  for 
the  consideration  of  the  amendment,  1 
hour  on  the  bill,  and  that  the  Senate 
then  proceed  to  a  vote. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object - 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  do  not  think  we 
should  accept  that  particular  formula  as 
a  part  of  the  unanimous  consent  agree¬ 
ment.  It  protects  those  who  wish  to 
speak  on  the  Douglas-Morse-Neuberger 
amendment,  but  it  does  not  state  what 
the  period  of  time  on  any  other  amend- 
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ment  shall  be.  As  to  the  latter,  I  think 
a  shorter  period  of  time  could  be  agreed 
upon.  Possibly  the  original  proposal  of 
the  acting  majority  leader  of  30  minutes 
to  a  side  on  any  other  amendment  might 
be  acceptable. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  gradually  being  whittled  down.  I 
withdraw  my  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  have  the  attention  of  the  acting 
majority  leader.  Can  he  tell  me  to  what 
time  Order  No.  142,  Senate  bill  72,  went 
over?  Will  that  bill  be  considered  prior 
to  the  time  the  Senator  has  mentioned? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  No.  It  has  been 
held  over  temporarily,  on  the  basis  of  ob¬ 
jections  raised  and  the  strong  possibility 
that  no  final  action  could  be  taken.  It 
is  the  hope  of  the  leadership  that  per¬ 
haps  in  the  meantime  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  can  speed  up  its  recom¬ 
mendation,  and  the  same  statement  ap¬ 
plies  to  the  Budget  Bureau,  and  that  the 
bill  may  be  considered  when  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson] 
can  be  present  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Since  the  last  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  bill  I  had  the  committee  staff 
obtain  a  report  which  was  made  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation.  We  have  it  now  and 
will  be  ready  with  it. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  may  say  to  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  that  we  shall  do  our  best  to  get 
that  measure  up  for  consideration  later 
this  week. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
record  will  show,  I  believe,  that  the  Na¬ 
tion  has  expended  to  date  nearly  $750 
million  upon  dams  and  irrigation  sys¬ 
tems  of  the  Central  Valley.  These  have 
been  national  expenditures  financed 
through  taxes  borne  by  the  people  of  the 
Nation,  including  the  people  of  the  Mid¬ 
west  and  of  those  areas  where  there  is 
and  will  be  direct  competition  with  the 
products  grown  in  the  irrigated  regions 
of  the  Central  Valley. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  some  knowledge 
of  this  region,  since  I  have  traveled 
through  it  by  auto  and  have  inspected 
some  of  the  farms.  I  have  acquainted 
myself  over  the  years  with  the  topogra¬ 
phy  of  the  land  and  the  water  problems 
of  the  area. 

It  is  now  proposed  directly  in  the  bill 
under  consideration  to  authorize  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  an  added  $290  million  for 
the  main  supply  facilities  of  the  San  Luis 
project.  The  report,  on  page  10,  specifi¬ 
cally  states  that  another  $190  million 
will  be  needed  to  provide  distribution 
systems,  drains,  and  deep  wells.  Ap  ad¬ 
ditional  appropriation  is  authorized  for 
this  purpose.  In  all  probability,  there¬ 
fore,  there  will  be  an  added  expenditure 
of  very  close  to  $500  million  from  the 
National  Government,  or  a  total  ex¬ 
penditure  of  approximately  $iy4  billion. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  So  that  the  record  will 
be  crystal  clear,  is  it  not  true  that  the 
bill  now  before  the  Senate  places  a  $290,- 
430,000  ceiling  on  the  Federal  expendi¬ 
tures? 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  true  of  the 
dollar  sums  specifically  mentioned  in  the 
bill.  But  I  would  invite  my  good  friend 
from  California  to  direct  his  attention  to 
line  23  and  following  on  page  11  of  the 
bill.  I  read  those  lines :  • 

There  are  also  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated,  in  addition  thgreto,  such  amounts  as 
are  required  (a)  for  construction  of  such 
distribution  systems  and  drains  as  are  not 
constructed  by  local  interests,  and  (b)  for 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  unit. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  my  good  friend 
also  to  the  passage  in  the  report  to  which 
I  have  already  referred,  which  states : 

In  addition  to  the  main  water  supply  fea¬ 
tures  the  San  Luis  area  would  require  distri¬ 
bution  systems,  drains,  and  some  deep  wells. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  these"  are  the  con¬ 
struction  features  referred  to  in  the 
passage  of  the  bill  which  I  have  just  cov¬ 
ered. 

The  estimated  cost  of  these  works  is  $192,- 
650,000. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  If  I  may,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  read  the  next  sen¬ 
tence  immediately  after  the  point  where 
the  Senator  concluded: 

The  local  districts  could  finance  and  con¬ 
struct  these  works  by  themselves,  or  request 
the  Federal  Government  to  do  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  It  continues: 

In  the  latter  event  repayment  for  these 
works  in  40  years  would  be  required. 

I  wish  to  say  to  my  friend  from  Illinois 
that  under  the  rules  and  regulations  gov¬ 
erning  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
the  questions  as  to  those  surface  distribu¬ 
tion  systems,  when  they  arise,  will  arise 
in  the  background  of  what  Congress  then 
determines  to  do  with  respect  to  Federal 
participation  or  the  question  of  whether 
the  local  conservancy  districts  them¬ 
selves  should  undertake  the  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  them. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  again  invite  the  at¬ 
tention  of  my  friend  to  the  phrase  in  the 
report  that  the  local  districts  could  re¬ 
quest  the  Federal  Government  to  do  this 
work.  The  bill  then  specifically  author¬ 
izes,  in  lines  24  and  25,  page  11,  Federal 
appropriations  for  the  construction  of 
such  distribution  systems  and  drains,  so 
that  there  is  authorization  for  an  added 
appropriation  for  the  distribution  system 
included  in  the  bill  if  the  localities  re¬ 
quest  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  it  is  very  im¬ 
portant  for  the  legislative  history  and 
for  future  reference  that  we  emphasize 
the  point  the  Senator  from  Illinois  is 
now  making.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
doubt  about  the  fact  that  on  page  11, 
beginning  on  line  22,  the  bill  in  effect 
provides  for  an  amount  over  and  above 
$290,430,000.  It  provides  for  such  funds 
as  the  Congress  may  in  the  future  au¬ 
thorize  to  be  appropriated.  For  what? 
It  is  “for  construction  of  such  distribu¬ 
tion  systems  and  drains  as  are  not  con¬ 
structed  by  local  interests.”  What  that 
might  amount  to,  I  am  not  in  a  position 
to  testify  this  afternoon. 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Department  of 
the  Interior  testified  that  its  cost  would 
be  about  $190  million. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  was  going  to  say,  we 
know  it  will  be  a  “pretty  penny.’’  It 
seems  to  me  that  is  the  controlling  lan¬ 
guage  in  reference  to  future  unaccount- 
able-for  costs  imbedded  in  the  bill. 

I  want  my  friends  from  California  to 
know  I  have  not  any  doubt  that  the  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Oregon — and  I  am  sure 
this  would  be  true  of  my  colleague  and 
also  the  Senator  from  Illinois — will  vote 
for  it  when  the  matter  is  brought  for¬ 
ward  at  a  later  time,  with  supporting  evi¬ 
dence  to  justify  the  building  of  distribu¬ 
tion  systems  and  drains  not  constructed 
by  the  local  interests,  for  which  authori¬ 
zation  might  be  asked.  I  believe  my  col¬ 
leagues  will  have  our  votes,  because  we 
have  been  supporting  this  kind  of  water 
resources  development  time  and  time 
again. 

It  seems  to  me  that  language  I  have 
read  is  controlling  and  is  not  in  any  way 
limited  by  what  appears  in  subsection 
(b),  which  is  “for  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  unit.” 

Appropriations  could  be  provided  for 
that  purpose,  also. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  in  addition 
to  subsection  (a)  of  section  7. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes;  that  is  in  addition 
to  subsection  (a) . 

There  is  involved  what  I  think  is  a 
sort  of  implied  commitment  on  my  part 
as  an  individual  Senator.  I  speak  only 
for  myself,  but  I  think  if  I  vote  for  the 
passage  of  the  bill  with  this  language  in 
it,  by  implication,  at  least,  I  shall  be 
saying  to  the  people  of  California,  “I 
will  do  what  I  can  to  help  you  in  the 
future,  when  you  prove  your  case  on  the 
merits,  to  get  Federal  appropriations  for 
construction  of  such  distribution  sys¬ 
tems  and  drains  as  are  not  now  con¬ 
structed  by  local  interests;  and,  sec¬ 
ondly,  I  will  help  you  get  money  for  op¬ 
eration  and  maintenance  of  the  unit.” 
I  should  do  so,  because  of  the  Federal 
interest  involved.  I  do  not  think  that 
the  language  which  follows: 

_  All  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  from 
the  State  under  this  Act  shall  be  covered 
into  the  same  accounts  as  moneys  appropri¬ 
ated  hereunder  and  shall  be  available,  with¬ 
out  further  appropriation,  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  Act. 

In  any  way  modifies  the  commitment 
I  think  we  are  asked  to  make  beginning 
on  line  22,  page  11,  and  ending  with  the 
word  “unit”  on  line  2,  page  12. 

When  we  vote  for  passage  of  the  bill 
we  ought  to  know  that  in  effect  we  are 
voting  for  the  expenditure  of  much  more 
than  $290,430,000.  I  am  in  favor  of  that. 

I  am  in  favor  of  it,  because  I  think  the 
development  of  these  water  resources  can 
be  justified  as  sound.  At  the  same  time, 

I  think  we  ought  to  make  the  Record 
perfectly  clear,  as  the  Senator  from  Il¬ 
linois  is  doing,  as  to  what  the  total  cost 
is  likely  to  be. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  ENG!  v  and  Mr.  NEUBERGER  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 


1959 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


6731 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  will  yield  in  a  mo¬ 
ment.  I  want  to  complete  my  statement 
on  this  point,  and  then  I  shall  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  California,  and  after 
that  I  shall  yield  to  the  junior  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

I  think  it  is  clear  that  we  are  most 
certainly  asked  to  authorize  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  an  additional  $290  million,  and 
in  all  probability  the  expenditure  of  $480 
million.  This  amount,  added  to  the  sum 
already  appropriated  in  past  years,  will 
reach  a  figure  well  in  excess  of  $1  billion, 
and,  in  all  probability  will  reach  $1% 
billion. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  opposed  recla¬ 
mation  projects  on  high  land  where  the 
growing  season  is  short  and  where  the 
costs  per  acre  have  been  extremely  high. 
I  opposed  the  irrigation  features  of  the 
Upper  Colorado  Project.  I  think  that 
was  a  very  wasteful  project,  so  far  as  the 
Upper  Colorado  project.  I  think  that 

As  I  have  said,  I  have  inspected  this 
territory,  and  this  is  a  different  sort  of 
project.  This  is  probably  the  most 
promising  irrigation  project  which  can 
be  carried  out  in  the  country.  There  is 
a  growing  season  of  approximately  365 
days  during  the  year. 

If  water  is  put  on  this  land — and  it  is 
apparently  proposed  to  put  28  inches  of 
water,  or  something  over  2  feet  in  depth, 
on  each  acre  of  the  land — the  land  will 
blossom  not  like  the  rose,  but  will  blos¬ 
som  like  Jack’s  beanstalk.  There  are 
tremendous  riches  in  this  valley,  and  the 
land  should  be  developed. 

I  wish  to  make  it  clear  that  although 
I  have  opposed  irrigation  projects  in 
high  altitudes  where  the  costs  are  ex¬ 
cessive,  I  am  not  opposed  to  this  proj¬ 
ect.  I  believe  that,  taken  by  itself  it  is 
a  proper  expenditure  of  funds. 

However,  I  address  my  opposition  to 
section  6(a)  which  I  hops  the  very  fine 
Senators  who  are  sponsoring  the  bill  will 
agree  to  eliminate  from  the  bill. 

Section  6(a)  would  eliminate  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  reclamation  laws  with 
respect  to  the  land  which  in  the  future, 
will  be  serviced  by  water  from  the  so- 
called  State  expenditures  in  raising  the 
height  of  the  dam  above  that  provided 
by  the  Federal  Government.  Yet  the 
State  would  use  the  Federal  substructure 
and  the  facilities  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  that  accumulate  the  water  and 
make  it  available,  without  which  the 
State  investment  would  be  ineffective. 

If  I  may  develop  my  argument  a 
bit - 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield.  I  wish,  though,  to  make  one  point 
clear.  I  hope  my  good  friend  the  junior 
Senator  from  California,  whom  we  are 
so  happy  to  see  in  the  Senate,  who  has 
made  such  a  fine  record  in  the  House, 
and  whose  future  is  so  promising,  will 
agree  to  strike  section  6(a)  from  the  bill. 

I  now  yield  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
California. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  kind  remarks,  as  well  as  for  yielding 

to  me. 

Before  the  Senator  proceeds  to  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  section  6<"a)  I  wish  to  clear 
up  the  question  of  distribution  systems. 


They  have  always  been  part  and  parcel 
of  every  major  project.  When  a  project 
is  authorized,  the  authorization  act  au¬ 
thorizes  the  main  structure,  which 
creates  a  reservoir  behind  the  dam,  but 
it  does  no  good  to  impound  water  in  a 
dam  unless  it  can  be  spread  out  over  the 
land. 

As  a  consequence,  distribution  systems 
have  always  been  an  integral  part  of 
reclamation  projects.  That  is  the  ap¬ 
proved  method  in  Oregon,  or  wherever 
such  projects  are  built.  They  do  cost 
more  money,  but  the  building  of  such 
distribution  systems  is  optional.  Local 
interests  can  build  them  if  they  so  de¬ 
sire.  The  Senator  says  they  can  request 
the  Federal  Government  to  do  it.  Of 
course  they  can,  because  after  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  invests  money  to  build 
a  dam,  it  will  make  the  necessary  in¬ 
vestment  to  get  the  water  on  the  land. 
But  that  may  not  be  the  most  economi¬ 
cal  way  to  do  it. 

Farmers  have  learned  that  they  can 
build  so-called  flat  land  ditches  very 
much  cheaper,  with  their  own  capital, 
paying  interest  on  it,  than  if  the  job 
is  done  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 
That  was  the  reason  I  was  able  to  get 
through  the  Congress  a  part  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  law  with  respect  to  small  projects 
legislation,  which  provides  for  local  con¬ 
struction  of  small  and  simple  projects. 

Distribution  systems  are  nothing  more 
nor  less  than  flatland  ditches.  The 
farmers  have  been  building  them  for 
years.  They  do  not  require  all  the  en¬ 
gineering  features  of  great  dams  such 
as  Trinity,  Shasta,  Hoover,  Bonneville, 
and  many  others.  The  farmers  build 
them  themselves.  It  is  actually  cheaper 
to  build  them  in  that  way  than  to  have 
the  project  go  through  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  Office  in  Sacramento,  have 
it  cleared  by  the  Reclamation  Office  in 
Denver,  and-  brought  back  here  for  sur¬ 
vey.  We  have  found  cases  in  which  ad¬ 
ministrative  costs  in  connection  with 
building  flatland  ditches  ran  as  high  as 
47  percent. 

So  if  the  farmers  can  borrow  money 
at  6  percent  or  less,  they  often  build 
their  own  distribution  systems.  That  is 
why  the  provision  in  the  bill  is  optional. 
If  they  can  do  it  cheaper,  they  will  do  it, 
without  cost  to  the  Federal  Government. 
That  is  what  is  done  in  many  cases. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  knows  that  at 
least  80  percent  of  the  irrigation  works 
in  California  have  been  privately  built 
by  irrigation  districts  and  by  the  farm¬ 
ers  themselves. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
afraid  my  good  friend  misunderstands 
my  argument.  I  may  have  mentioned 
distribution  systems,  in  assessing  the 
possible  Federal  expenditures  author¬ 
ized  in  the  bill.  But  I  wish  to  em¬ 
phasize  the  fact  that  fundamentally 
what  is  proposed  is  the  transfer  of 
water  from  the  northern  part  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  where  there  is  abundant  rainfall, 
to  the  southern  portion  and  the  Central 
Valley,  where  there  is  a  deficiency  of 
rainfall.  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
dams  in  upper  California,  north  of  Sac¬ 
ramento,  federally  financed,  will,  there¬ 


fore,  hold  back  the  water  and  act  as 
feeders  for  the  system  which  is  now  go¬ 
ing  into  effect  in  San  Luis? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  exactly  the 
point.  Past  Federal  expenditures,  as 
well  as  those  authorized  in  this  bill,  will 
contribute  to  this  project. 

Furthermore,  is  it  not  true  that  the 
water,  coming  south,  will  go  through  the 
Delta  Mendota  Canal,  which  has  been 
federally  constructed,  and  which  I  have 
inspected?  Is  not  that  true? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  That  is  true  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  project.  We  are  not  talking  about 
the  State  project. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  there  is  a  State 
project,  the  water  will  also  go  through 
the  Delta  Mendota  Canal,  will  it  not? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  No. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  How  will  it  get  south 
unless  it  goes  through  the  Delta  Men¬ 
dota  Canal?  And  how  will  it  get  into 
the  San  Luis  Reservoir  itself,  unless  it 
goes  through  the  Delta  Mendota  Canal? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  State  will  build  its 
own  system. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  A  duplicate  system? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  That  is  correct.  The 
Delta  Mendota  Canal  is  full  now,  or  soon 
will  be  full.  The  State  project  will  be 
put  on  top  of  the  Federal  project,  as  a 
second  story,  or  a  second  level,  without 
any  cost  to  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  the  Senator  now 
speaking  of  the  dam? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Yes;  I  am.  I  do  not 
wish  to  confuse  the  dam  with  the  distri¬ 
bution  system.  I  was  talking  about  flat- 
land  distribution  ditches. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  was 
speaking  of  the  final  disposition  of  the 
water. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  Senator  is  speaking 
of  the  main  canal. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes;  and  the  reser¬ 
voir,  itself. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  That  is  correct.  With 
reference  to  those,  there  will  not  be  a 
plugged  nickel  of  Federal  money  in  the 
State  project,  and  everything  the  State 
does  in  order  to  put  a  bucketful  of  water 
on  a  square  foot  of  land  will  be  paid  for 
with  State  money.  That  is  the  reason 
why  we  have  a  provision  in  the  bill  that 
the  Reclamation  law  shall  not  apply  to 
a  wholly  divisible,  completely  separate 
program  that  is  paid  for,  lock,  stock, 
and  barrel — powerhouse  and  all — by  the 
State  taxpayers.  Of  course,  the  State 
legislature  might  see  fit  to  impose  a 
limitation  of  160  acres.  That  is  its  de¬ 
cision.  But  the  Federal  Government 
should  not  say  to  the  State  government, 
“You  must  impose  a  limitation  of  160 
acres” — or  any  other  limitation — with 
reference  to  money  which  the  State  it¬ 
self  spends.  All  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  done  has  been  to  build  the 
first  story  of  the  structure.  The  sec¬ 
ond  story  goes  on  at  no  cost  to  the 
Federal  Government. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  possible  to  have 
a  second  story  without  a  first  story? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  No. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  possible  to  have 
a  second  story  without  a  foundation, 
without  the  expenditures  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  on  the  foundation  at 
the  original  level?  It  would  be  im- 
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possible  to  have  a  second  story  without 
the  Federal  expenditures  on  the  founda¬ 
tion  and  the  first  story. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  is  try¬ 
ing  to  do  what  Solomon  once  proposed — 
namely,  to  cut  a  child  in  two  at  the 
center,  and  award  one-half  to  one 
mother  and  the  other  half  to  the  other 
mother.  What  is  proposed  is  a  unitary 
dam. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  This  is  a  fine  partner¬ 
ship  between  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  State  government.  The  State 
government  will  pay  every  nickel  of  its 
share.  Not  a  penny  of  it  will  be  charged 
to  the  Federal  taxpayers.  That  is  the 
reason  for  this  provision  in  the  bill. 
The  projects  are  completely  severable. 
They  do  not  overlap  or  intermix. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  the  same  dam, 
is  it  not? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  It  is  the  same  dam. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  says 
the  projects  do  not  intermix,  even 
though  they  involve  the  same  dam. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  am  speaking  of  the 
lands  on  which  the  water  is  delivered. 
They  are  completely  severable.  That  is 
why  we  have  said  to  the  State,  “Put  up 
your  money  if  you  so  desire,  and  build  a 
second  story  on  the  dam,  increase  its 
size,  and  spread  the  water  out  on  lands 
in  the  State  projects.”  Now  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  say  to  the  States  that,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  State  projects,  a  limitation  of 
160  acres  must  apply.  Why  not  apply 
the  160-acre  limitation  throughout? 
Why  not  apply  the  entire  body  of  Federal 
reclamation  law,  if  Senators  wish  to  be 
consistent?  I  would  be  against  that, 
too.  But  if  the  Senator  wishes  to  be 
consistent - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Would  the  Senator 
from  California  support  an  amendment 
of  that  type? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  certainly  would  not; 
and  I  do  not  intend  to  support  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment,  which  picks  out  one 
provision  of  reclamation  law  and  says, 
“We  are  going  to  apply  it  because  these 
projects  are  intermarried.” 

Mr,  DOUGLAS.  They  are  not  only 
intermarried;  they  are  Siamese  twins. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Then  the  Senator  ought 
to  pick  up  the  Reclamation  Act  of  1902, 
as  amended,  and  apply  the  whole  of  it. 
That  is  the  way  to  be  consistent.  If  the 
Senator  wishes  to  be  consistent,  he 
should  include  it  all — even  power  pref¬ 
erence.  That  would  make  a  fine,  con¬ 
sistent  argument.  At  least  a  little  piece 
would  not  be  picked  out  of  the  reclama¬ 
tion  law,  and  we  would  not  say  to  the 
States,  “We  are  going  to  apply  this  par¬ 
ticular  part  of  the  law,  but  not  the  rest 
of  it.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  great  re¬ 
spect — and,  indeed,  affection — for  both 
Senators  from  California.  I  think  the 
real  issues  have  been  revealed.  The 
question  is  whether  the  Reclamation 
law,  and  especially  the  160-acre  limi¬ 
tation,  is  to  apply  in  this  area. 

Now  my  good  friend  from  California 
says  the  160-acre  limitation  will  apply 
on  the  440,000  acres  of  land  which  will 
be  serviced  by  what  is  alleged  to  be 
wholly  Federal  water. 


I  would  remind  my  friend  of  what  he 
well  knows,  namely,  that  120,000  acres  of 
these  440,000  acres  of  land  are  owned  by 
the  Southern  Pacific  Railway.  It  is  land 
which  was  given  to  the  railway  under  a 
land  grant  for  the  construction  of  a  rail¬ 
road  which  was  never  constructed. 

However  I  will  waive  that  considera¬ 
tion.  That  occurred  in  the  days  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Grant,  in  the  days  of  the  Credit 
Mobilier,  in  the  days  when  the  railroad 
barons  dominated  the  Senate  and  the 
House,  and  when  they  bought  Senators 
and  Representatives  at  so  much  a  head, 
as  though  they  were  so  much  livestock. 
I  will  waive  that.  That  was  80  years  ago. 
I  will  not  question  the  right  of  the  South¬ 
ern  Pacific  Railway - 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  correction? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  first  like  to 
refer  to  last  year’s  hearings,  at  page  196, 
in  which  the  Southern  Pacific  Railway 
and  the  Southern  Pacific  Land  Co.  made 
a  very  clear  statement.  They  said,  in 
effect,  that  they  did  not  intend  to  break 
up  the  120,000  acres  into  160-acre  parts. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  full 
text  of  the  letter  from  the  Southern  Pa¬ 
cific  Railway  and  its  accompanying 
statement  be  inserted  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Southern  Pacific  Co., 

San  Francisco,  Calif.,  April  4,  1958. 

Re  Senate  bill  S.  1887. 

Hon.  Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and 
Reclamation,  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Anderson:  Reference  is  made 
to  exchange  of  telegrams  concerning  land 
owned  by  Southern  Pacific  Co.  and  Southern 
Pacific  Land  Co.  within  the  San  Luis  unit  of 
the  Central  Valley  project. 

Herewith  statement  of  the  above-men¬ 
tioned  companies  with  respect  to  its  owner¬ 
ship. 

Yours  very  truly, 

L.  Frandsen. 

Statement  of  Southern  Pacific  Co.  and 
Southern  Pacific  Land  Co.  With  Respect 
to  Its  Holdings  in  the  San  Luis  Unit  of 
the  Central  Valley  Project 
The  subject  of  this  statement  is  future 
irrigation  water  development  in  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley  and,  in  particular,  the 
Feather  River  project  and  proposed  San  Luis 
unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project  as  they 
affect  our  landholdings. 

Southern  Pacific  Co.  owns  about  65,000 
acres  within  Westlands  Water  District  in 
Fresno  and  Fings  Counties,  and  an  addi¬ 
tional  55,000  acres  outside  of  (westerly  and 
above) ,  said  district  but  within  the  so-called 
San  Luis  service  area.  The  company  also 
owns  about  30,000  acres  in  southern  Kings 
and  Kern  Counties  which  might  be  served 
by  the  Feather  River  project. 

These  lands  are  not  being  offered  for  sale, 
but  are  being  held  for  long-range  manage¬ 
ment  purposes.  Nearly  all  of  the  land  is 
under  agricultural-development  leases  vary¬ 
ing  in  size  from  less  than  1  section  to  about 
30,000  acres. 

The  area  in  which  our  above-mentioned 
120,000  acres  are  situated  has  been  in  agri¬ 
cultural  production  from  irrigation  wells  for 
a  considerable  period  of  time.  We  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  acreage  and  other  restric¬ 
tions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  should 


not,  and  probably  were  not  intended  by 
Congress  to  apply  to  areas  of  going  agricul¬ 
tural  economy  which  need  supplemental 
irrigation  water. 

We  now  favor  State  or  local  development 
and  control  of  water  resources,  but  welcome 
Federal  aid  provided  the  conditions  thereof 
are  reasonable  and  bearable.  Further,  we 
neither  seek  nor  expect  any  Federal  subsidy 
in  the  form  of  40-year  interest-free  money, 
but  are  willing  to  pay  our  fair  share  of  the 
irrigation  benefits  provided  the  capital  and 
operating  costs  are  such  that  the  land  and 
crops  can  afford  same. 

We  are  progressive  and  we  are  anxious  to 
see  steps  taken  to  preserve  and  increase  the 
economic  welfare.  We  will  expect  to  co¬ 
operate  in  any  equitable  and  reasonable 
water  program. 

If  it  is  determined  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  rather  than  the  State  or  a  partner¬ 
ship  or  both,  shall  undertake  this  project  we 
will  wish  to  cooperate.  However,  there  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  present  serious  inequities  in  the 
reclamation  law. 

In  connection  with  present  regulations 
dealing  with  Bureau  of  Reclamation  record¬ 
able  contracts,  it  is  our  understanding  that 
the  landowner  may  not  participate  in  the 
land  appraisal.  This  seems  unreasonable. 
Another  unreasonable  feature  is,  we  believe, 
the  lack  of  provision  for  price  adjustments 
over  the  years  (many  years  may  be  required 
to  sell  landholdings  such  as  ours)  to  account 
for  inflation  and  other  economic  factors  not 
directly  related  to  surface  water  availability. 

There  is,  of  course,  no  existing  contract 
between  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and 
Westlands  Water  District.  As  the  terms  of 
such  a  future  contract  are  unknown,  we  have 
no  present  basis  for  judging  how  much  in¬ 
terest  cost  our  lands  would  need  bear  in  order 
to  be  free  of  reclamation  law  restrictions 
and  what  the  water  would  cost. 

We  would  like  to  sit  down  with  people  in 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  see  if  figures 
could  be  developed  relative  to  paying  our 
way  and  retaining  our  land  free  of  Federal 
restrictions.  Also  it  would  be  interesting  to 
us  to  learn  how  the  sale  of  the  tremendous 
acreage  of  excess  lands  would  be  handled  in 
a  case  like  this  and  whether  the  landowners 
would  be  required  under  recordable  contracts 
to  conduct  active  sale  campaigns. 

If  a  Federal  program  is  decided  upon  at 
San  Luis,  we  will  wish  to  cooperate  and 
trust  that  the  terms  provided  for  will  be 
equitable. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  con¬ 
tinue  briefly.  I  call  attention  to  a  very 
important  sentence:  “We  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  acreage  and  other  re¬ 
strictions  of  Federal  reclamation  law 
should  not,  and  properly  were  not  in¬ 
tended  by  Congress  to  apply  to  areas  of 
going  agricultural  economy  which  need 
supplemental  irrigation  water.” 

Of  course,  all  this  water  is  supple¬ 
mental  water. 

This  year,  in  the  hearings,  they  made 
a  direct  statement  in  the  House  hearings, 
saying,  in  effect,  that  their  position  re¬ 
mains  unchanged.  They  referred  to 
their  statement  of  last  year,  which  I 
have  not  read: 

Very  briefly,  that  letter  stated  that  our 
lands  are  not  on  the  market.  They  are  not 
for  sale.  We  do  not  wish  to  sell  our  agricul¬ 
tural  properties  or  our  timber  properties  or 
our  grazing  properties  any  more  than  we 
wish  to  sell  our  main  line  railroad. 

Therefore  the  Southern  Pacific  Rail¬ 
way,  which  has  dominated  politics  in  the 
State  of  California  for  many  years,  does 
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not  intend  to  sell  While  Hiram  John¬ 
son  clipped  some  of  its  powers,  it  still 
has  some  powers  in  California  about 
which  my  friend  knows. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  What  dire  conclusion 
does  my  honorable  friend  draw  from 
what  he  has  just  said? 

Mh  DOUGLAS.  I  draw  the  conclu¬ 
sion  that  the  Southern  Pacific  Railway 
does  not  intend  to  abide  by  the  160- 
acre  limitation,  even  on  the  440,000  acres 
which  are  said  to  be  federally  serviced. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  us  analyze  this 
very  carefully,  because  I  say  respectfully 
that  my  friend  from  Illinois  is  wrong. 
First  of  all,  my  able  colleague  wishes 
to  point  out  that  the  figure  as  the 
amount  of  property  the  railroad  owns  in 
this  area,  if  my  able  colleague  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  will  give  me  his  attention - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  the  statement 
of  the  representative  of  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railway.  The  statement  shows 
that  the  railway  owns  120,000  acres. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Not  in  the  -Central 
Valley  service  area. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  know  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  wishes  to  be  correct.  In 
the  district  58,000  acres  are  in  Federal 
service  area.  The  other  acres  are  out¬ 
side  that  area. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  the  Senator  say¬ 
ing  that  the  other  acres  would  be  in  the 
so-called  State  service  area? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Not  necessarily  in  the 
State  service  area,  but' they  would  be 
outside.  120,000  acres  is  correct,  but 
only  58,000  acres  are  in  the  water  dis¬ 
trict  which  is  inside  the  Federal  service 
area. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  read 
a  part  of  the  statement  which  I  pre¬ 
viously  inserted  in  the  Record  today, 
from  page  196  of  last  year’s  hearings: 

Southern  Pacific  Co.  owns  about  65,000 
acres  within  Westlands  Water  District  in 
Fresno  and  Kings  Counties,  and  an  addi¬ 
tional  55,000  acres  outside  of  (westerly  and 
above)  said  district  but  within  the  so-called 
San  Luis  service  area.  The  company  also 
owns  about  30,000  acres  in  southern  Kings 
and  Kern  Counties,  which  might  be  served 
by  the  Feather  River  project. 

That  is  water  coming  from  the  north. 
Therefore  I  believed  I  was  correct  in  say¬ 
ing  that  the  Southern  Pacific  Railway 
owns  120,000  acres  in  this  area,  and  30,- 
000  more  which  will  also  be  served  when 
the  water  from  the  Feather  River  is 
brought  down  and  given  to  the  State 
for  distribution. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Regardless  of  the  ac¬ 
curacy  of  the  acreage  figure - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Does  the  Senator 
challenge  my  accuracy? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes.  I  believe  my  col¬ 
league  corrected  that  figure. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  believe  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  colleague  finally  wound  up  by  say¬ 
ing  that  the  figures  are  correct. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  They  are  correct,  but 
they  are  used  incorrectly.  The  figure  is 
120,000  acres.  However,  only  58,000 
acres  are  within  the  Federal  service 
area. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  On  page  196  of  last 
year’s  hearings,  the  railroad  company 
makes  a  statement  to  the  contrary. 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  If  the  Senator  will 
permit  me  to  do  so,  I  should  like  to  say, 
regardless  of  the  precise  and  arithmeti¬ 
cal  correctness  of  the  acreage  owned  by 
the  railroad  within  the  projected  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  service  area,  this  record  is 
going  to  be  important,  and  I  believe 
that  the  grounds  of  my  able  friend’s  ob¬ 
jection  ought  to  be  spelled  out  most 
carefully. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  be¬ 
cause  the  railroad  owns  some  property 
in  the  area  and  because  it  has  said  it  is 
not  willing  to  break  up  its  domain,  op¬ 
pose  building  a  Federal  reclamation 
project  in  that  area? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No;  but  I  believe  in 
making  the  Southern  Pacific  Railway 
Co.  obey  the  law.  It  has  stated  pretty 
directly  that  it  does  not  intend  to  obey 
the  law. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do  not  believe  the 
Senator  is  correct  in  that  statement. 
When  a  Federal  reclamation  project  is 
created  and  when  supplemental  water 
is  available,  if  I  am  in  the  area  and  I  am 
a  large  landowner,  I  do  not  have  to  take 
supplemental  water  if  I  do  not  wish  to 
do  so.  I  do  not  have  to  take  it.  How¬ 
ever,  if  my  friend  nearby  needs  it,  he 
has  a  right  to  take  it. 

I  should  like  to  say,  if  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  will  permit  me  to  do  so, 
that  I  anticipated  this  question  and  I 
have  before  me  a  memorandum  which 
was  prepared  by  the  counsel  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 
It  is  a  short  statement,  and  I  should 
like  to  read  it  into  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
have  the  Senator  do  so.  However,  may 
I  ask  the  Senator  whether  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railway  Co.  has  agreed  that  it  is 
willing  to  sell  its  land  into  160-acre 
homesteads? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  say  frankly  that 
I  do  not  believe  it  has.  I  say  also  that 
the  question  is  irrelevant,  because  both 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  State 
government  have  stated  the  project  is 
feasible.  The  matter  does  not  rest  on 
whether  the  railroad,  which  acquired 
the  property  long  before  my  friend  and 
I  were  born,  intends  to  take  certain 
action. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Before  my  friend 
reads  the  memorandum,  I  should  like 
to  ask  him  whether  the  proposed  proj¬ 
ect  will  pay  out  if  the  Southern  Pacific 
Railway  Co.,  with  its  tremendous  owner¬ 
ship,  refuses  to  come  in,  or  whether  it 
now  in  effect  has  a  sort  of  veto  power 
over  whether  the  project  will  pay  out? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  have  the  precise  and 
the  specific  answer  to  that  question  in 
the  memorandum. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  anticipated  that 
the  Senator  from  California  would  try 
to  answer  it.  Therefore  I  thought  I 
would  put  the  question  first. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  not  only  going 
to  try  to  answer  it,  but  I  will  say  that 
this  is  the  answer  of  the  responsible 
counsel  of  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs.  Let  me  read  the 
statement  to  the  Senator.  It  was  writ¬ 
ten  by  Stewart  French.  The  subject  is 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad  land  in  San 
Luis  project.  It  reads: 


Sec.  46.  No  water  shall  be  delivered  upon 
the  completion  of  any  new  project  or  new 
division  of  a  project  until  a  contract  or  con¬ 
tracts  in  form  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  shall  have  been  made  with 
an  irrigation  district  or  irrigation  districts 
organized  under  State  law.  *  »  *  Such  con¬ 
tract  or  contracts  with  irrigation  districts 
hereinbefore  referred  to  shall  further  pro¬ 
vide  that  all  irrigable  land  held  in  private 
ownership  by  any  one  owner  in  excess  of 
one  hundred  and  sixty  irrigable  acres  shall 
be  appraised  in  a  manner  to  be  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  sale 
prices  thereof  fixed  by  the  Secretary  on  the 
basis  of  its  actual  bona  fide  value  at  the 
date  of  appraisal  without  reference  to  the 
proposed  construction  of  the  irrigation 
works;  and  that  no  such  excess  lands  so  held 
shall  receive  water  from  any  project  or  di¬ 
vision  if  the  owners  thereof  shall  refuse  to 
execute  valid  recordable  contracts  for  the 
sale  of  such  lands  under  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  at  prices  not  to  exceed  those 
fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
inteiTupt  the  Senator  to  inquire  whether 
he  is  reading  from  the  law? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  perfectly  well 
acquainted  with  the  statute.  I  suggest 
the  Senator  put  it  in  the  Record.  I  know 
that  that  is  the  law. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  have  already  read 
the  statute. 

Mr.  President,  Mr.  French,  our  com¬ 
mittee  counsel,  continues: 

On  page  101  of  the  hearings  on  your  S.  44 
there  is  reprinted  a  communication  ad¬ 
dressed  to  Senator  Anderson,  as  chairman 
of  our  Irrigation  Subcommittee,  signed  by 
the  manager  of  the  land  department. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.,  dated  March  23,  1959, 
in  which  the  company  states:  , 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  that  statement  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Please  be  advised  that  Southern  Pacific 
is  anxious  to  see  both  Federal  and  State  of 
California  water  plans  progress.  We  feel 
that  the  cooperative  position  in  the  San 
Luis  legislation  is  excellent  and  do  not  wish 
to  impede  progress  thereon.  Therefore,  we 
reaffirm  our  request  that  owners  of  land  in 
excess  of  160  acres  be  allowed  the  alternative 
of  paying  interest  on  the  Federal  irrigation 
investment  and  thus  be  allowed  to  retain 
their  land  holdings  and  obtain  water  for 
them. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  Mr. 
French  then  continues: 

From  the  foregoing  it  is  apparent  that: 

(a)  Southern  Pacific  would  not  receive 
water  for  lands  in  excess  of  160  acres  under 
existing  applicable  law;  and 

(b)  The  company  itself  recognizes  this 
limitation. 

In  the  several  hearings  that  have  been 
conducted  by  the  Senate  and  House  Com¬ 
mittees,  no  witness,  either  pro  or  con,  has 
suggested  that  if  Southern  Pacific  failed  to 
participate  as  required  by  law,  such  failure 
to  participate  would  in  any  way  jeopardize 
the  proposed  project.  In  fact,  the  evidence 
is  all  to  the  contrary. 

Therefore,  it  is  my  considered  opinion — 

Not  the  opinion  of  the  Senator  from 
California,  but  that  of  the  counsel  of  our 
committee. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  A  very  good  man,  too. 
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Mr.  KUCHEL.  An  excellent  man.  I 
am  glad  the  Senator  from  Illinois  rec¬ 
ognizes  that  fact.  It  hurts  me  that  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  does  not  hug  unto 
his  bosom  the  opinion  which  the  able 
counsel  of  the  committee  submits. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  This  was  not  one  of 
his  better  moments. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  the  Senator’s 
opinion;  I  disagree  with  him.  Mr. 
French  continues: 

Therefore,  it  is  my  considered  opinion  that 

(a)  Southern  Pacific  could  get  water  for 
its  lands  in  excess  in  the  project  area  only 
if  it  signed  a  recordable  agreement  to  dispose 
of  such  lands  within  a  10-year  period;  and 

(b)  Refusal  of  Southern  Pacific  to  enter 
into  such  an  agreement  would  in  no  way 
jeopardize  the  project.  The  company  it¬ 
self  has  given  formal  recognition  of  both  of 
the  above  facts  to  the  committee. 

Southern  Pacific  interests  control  58,109 
acres  in  Westlands  Water  District  which  are 
subject  to  the  district  tax  whether  or  not 
they  take  any  pay  for  water  under  record¬ 
able  contracts. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  wish  to  ask  a 
question  with  respect  to  Mr.  French’s 
able  opinion.  When  he  noted  that  the 
refusal  of  the  Southern  Pacific  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  would  not  in  any 
way  jeopardize  the  proposed  project, 
was  he  referring  to  imperiling  it  from  a 
legal  standpoint  or  from  a  feasibility  of 
payout  standpoint? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  From  the  latter — from 
the  standpoint  of  economic  feasibility. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  It  seems  to  me 
that  that  is  a  very  important  point. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Counsel  has  just  indi¬ 
cated  to  me  that  he  agrees  with  what  I 
said  was  the  interpretation;  that  in  in¬ 
dicating  in  his  memorandum  that  the 
refusal  of  the  Southern  Pacific  to  enter 
into  such  an  agreement  would  not  in  any 
way  jeopardize  the  project,  counsel 
meant  it  would  not  jeopardize  it  from 
the  standpoint  of  economic  feasibility. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  my 
colleague  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Simply  because  my 
question  is  on  the  point  of  the  question 
he  asked  the  Senator  from  California. 

I  appreciate  the  courtesy  of  my  junior 
colleague. 

I  am  glad  to  reinforce  the  position  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  by  going  back 
to  the  hearings  on  March  17,  1959,  be¬ 
fore  the  House  committee.  I  may  say, 
in  regard  to  the  French  opinion,  that  we 
are  taking  care  of  it  very  well  in  our 
amendment.  It  makes  the  matter  moot. 
Our  amendment  will  take  care  of  the 
course  of  action  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
Railroad  one  way  or  the  other;  but  it  is 
what  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad 
plans  to  do,  I  think,  that  has  become 
very  pertinent  now  in  this  debate.  The 
record  is  very  clear,  so  I  take  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  to  page  219  of  the  House 
hearings  of  March  17  of  this  year.  I 
would  have  him  pay  close  attention  to 
what  the  president  of  the  Southern  Pa¬ 
cific  Railroad  said  on  March  17,  1959: 

Mr.  Aspinall.  Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels,  Is  the 
area  in  which  your  company  is  interested  a 


part  of  the  area  which  will  be  developed  by 
the  Federal  Government,  or  the  part  to  be 
developed  by  the  State  Department,  pro¬ 
vided  it  is  a  joint-venture  project? 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  The  majority  of  it  is 
within  the  Federal  area.  We  also  own  lands 
elsewhere  which  might  come  under  State 
development. 

As  I  think  those  of  us  opposed  to  sec¬ 
tion  6  will  show  in  our  part  of  the  de¬ 
bate,  the  State  development  cannot  take 
place  without  the  Federal  development, 
so  we  have  inseparabilities.  As  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  has  been  trying  to 
point  out,  it  is  necessary  to  have  the 
Federal  dam  first  in  order  to  have  any 
project  at  all.  The  water  simply  cannot 
be  separated  into  Federal  water  and 
State  water.  The  fact  is  that  this  proj¬ 
ect  was  born  of  the  Federal  Government. 
It  is  necessary  to  keep  in  mind  the  fact 
that  it  is  the  Federal  interest  which, 
after  all  is  said  and  done,  remains  para¬ 
mount. 

Continuing  from  page  220  of  the  hear¬ 
ings: 

Mr.  Aspinall.  The  next  question  had  to 
do  with  the  question  of  my  friend  from 
Florida,  Mr.  Haley.  It  was  whether  or  not 
you  would  make  that  area  available  to  the 
160-acre  limitation  provisions  of  the  recla¬ 
mation  law,  or  whether  or  not  you  thought 
that  would  not  be  a  part  of  the  project. 
Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.- — 

He  is  president  of  Southern  Pacific 
Railroad - 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Is  he  not  the 
president  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Land 
Co.?  I  may  be  mistaken. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  transcript  shows 
him  as  associated  with  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad.  From  that  identifica¬ 
tion,  I  took  it  to  mean  that  he  was  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad; 
but  maybe  he  is  president  of  the  South¬ 
ern  Pacific  Land  Co.  At  least,  he  is 
speaking  authoritatively  in  regard  to  the 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad’s  land,  about 
which  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has  been 
speaking. 

I  continue : 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  Mr.  Aspinall,  South¬ 
ern  Pacific  Co.  wrote  a  letter  last  year  to 
Senator  Anderson's  committee,  which  stated 
our  position  in  the  matter.  It  appears  in 
the  hearings  on  bill  S.  1887. 

Very  briefly,  that  letter  stated  that  our 
lands  are  not  on  the  market.  They  are  not 
for  sale.  We  do  not  want  to  sell  our  agri¬ 
cultural  properties  or  our  timber  properties 
or  our  grazing  properties  any  more  than  we 
want  to  sell  our  main  line  railroad. 

Mr.  Aspinall.  Neither  do  you  want  to  be 
put  in  a  place  where  because  of  some  de¬ 
velopment  Uncle  Sam  goes  in  and  takes 
care  of  that.  You  do  not  expect  to  receive 
any  such  profit. 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  We  have  stated  we 
do  not  expect  to  receive  any  such  profit,  as 
you  term  it. 

Mr.  Aspinall.  If  in  the  Judgment  of  the 
committee  they  wished  to  tack  on  to  this 
bill  the  provisions  of  the  so-called  Engle 
amendment,  what  would  be  your  position  on 
that? 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  We  would  be  very 
happy  if  that  were  done.  That  would  not 
be  our  first  choice;  our  first  choice  would 
be  to  be  excluded  entirely  from  all  of  the 
implications  of  the  160-acre  regulation. 

There  it  is  on  the  nose. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  If  the  Senator  from 
Oiegon  will  yield,  they  did  not  get  it. 


Mr.  MORSE.  I  want  to  tell  the  Sen¬ 
ate  what  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad 
contemplates  and  what  it  will  try  to  do, 
in  my  judgment,  if  section  6(a)  stays  in 
the  bill.  That  is  why  I  say  that  in  my 
opinion,  everyone  who  is  trying  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  160-acre  limitation  with  regard 
to  Federal  projects  is  in  debt  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois.  I  think  the  head 
of  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  or 
Southern  Pacific  Land  Co. — whichever 
he  is — makes  perfectly  clear  what  they 
have  in  the  back  of  their  mind;  that  is, 
to  do  everything  they  can  to  follow  a 
course  of  action  which  will  free  them 
from  the  160-acre  limitation. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Now,  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon,  who  has  made 
a  deep  study  of  the  subject  and  who  has 
been  a  stalwart  fighter  in  trying  to  pre¬ 
serve  the  family-sized  farm  in  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  overly  generous,  as  usual.  I 
am  grateful  to  him. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  and 
wih  my  colleague,  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon,  in  the 
sponsorship  of  the  amendment.  I  voted 
for  the  San  Luis  project  as  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs.  I  favor  the  project. 

Mr.  President,  although  S.  44,  the  San 
Luis  project,  was  cleared  by  the  Senate 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
without  adverse  votes,  I  think  that  fur¬ 
ther  analysis  and  study  reveals  the  nec¬ 
essity  for  improving  the  bill  to  assure 
continuity  of  national  water  policy. 

It  has  been  brought  to  my  -attention 
that  section  3g  of  the  bill  states: 

Tbe  Secretary  may  turn  over  to  the  State 
the  care,  operation  and  maintenance  of  any 
works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  which  are  used 
jointly  by  the  United  States  and  the  State 
at  such  time  and  under  such  conditions  as 
shall  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  and 
the  State. 

I  have  received  a  number  of  letters 
and  telegrams  expressing  apprehension 
that  this  may  open  the  way  for  circum¬ 
vention  of  the  160-acre  limitation  which 
is  an  historic  part  of  reclamation  law. 

I  ask  consent  to  include  a  letter  from 
the  coordinator  of  the  National  Farm¬ 
ers  Union  dated  April  10,  1959,  detail¬ 
ing  some  of  these  objections  and  a  tele¬ 
gram  sent  to  me  by  the  California  Labor 
Federation,  AFL-CIO,  explaining  that 
organization’s  views  on  shortcomings  of 
the  bill.  These  individuals  are  Angus 
McDonald  and  C.  J.  Haggerty,  respec¬ 
tively. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  160-acre  lim¬ 
itation  should  be  breached  through  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  San  Luis  project  authori¬ 
zation.  There  may  be  some  special  cir¬ 
cumstances — for  reasons  of  climate,  ter¬ 
rain,  and  other  farming  factors — which 
would  justify  revision  or  exemptions 
from  the  acreage  limitation.  I  do  not 
think  those  conditions  apply  to  the  area 
affected  by  this  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com¬ 
munications  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows : 
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National  Farmers  Union, 
Washington,  D.C.,  April  10, 1959. 
Hon.  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear-Senator  Neuberger:  I  call  your  at¬ 
tention  to  S.  44  and  H.R.  5687,  companion 
bills  which  would  authorize  construction  of 
the  San  Luis  project  in  California.  These 
bills  contain  language  which  would  permit 
the  undermining  of  Federal  reclamation  law. 
1  The  bill  reads  in  section  1 :  “In  construct¬ 
ing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  San  Luis 
unit,  the  Secretary  shall  be  governed  by  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  *  *  *  except  so  far 
.as  provisions  thereof  are  inconsistent  with 
this  act.” 

Section  3g  reads:  “The  Secretary  may  turn 
over  to  the  State  the  care,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  any  works  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  which  are  used  jointly  by  the  United 
States  and  the  State  at  such  time  and  under 
such  conditions  as  shall  be  agreed  upon  by 
the  Secretary  and  the  State.” 

We  do  not  believe  these  sections  provide 
an  out  and  out  exemption  but  we  feel  they 
leave  the  door  open,  and  that  in  light  of  the 
four  special  circumstances  existing  on  this 
project,  additional,  and  special  precautions 
are  necessary.  The  special  circumstances 
are-: 

(1)  This  is  a  joint  State-Federal  project 
and  even  under  most  favorable  conditions, 
difficult  administrative  problems  .  would 
arise. 

(2)  The  so-called  Federal  service  area  is 
dominated  by  large  landholdings.  Some  12 
percent  pf  the  owners  hold  title  to  over  75 
percent  of  the  land. 

(3)  One  firm,  Southern  Pacific  Railroad — 
admits  to  owning  about  120,000  acres  in  the 
area — checkerboarded  in  odd-numbered  sec¬ 
tions.  According  to  the  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation  this  firm  has  indicated  that  it  would 
not  comply  with  reclamation  law. 

(4)  Among  other  large  owners  in  the  San 
Luis  are  Anderson-Clayton  (largest  cotton 
marketing  firm  in  the  world) ,  Boswell  inter¬ 
ests,  and  O’Neill  interests,  all  of  whom  own 
land  in  the  service  area  of  an  existing  and 
adjacent  Federal  project  (Pine  Flat)  which 
is  supposed  to  be  administered  under  recla¬ 
mation  law,  but  is  presently  operating  out¬ 
side  that  law  because  these  same  large  own¬ 
ers  have  been  able  to  stall  on  the  signing  of 
a  permanent  agreement.  They  have  been  re¬ 
ceiving  water  for  5  years  in  violation  of  the 
law. 

In  light  of  these  four  special  circumstances 
In  the  Federal  service  area  we  propose  an 
amendment  which  would  require  excess  land- 
owners  in  the  Federal  service  area  to  sign 
recordable  contracts  before  construction  be¬ 
gins.  We  feel  there  should  be  no  objection 
to  such  a  proposal  if  it  is  desired  that  recla¬ 
mation  law  be  strictly  enforced  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  service  area. 

Such  an  amendment  should  secure  recla¬ 
mation  law  as  far  as  the  so-called  Federal 
service  area.  The  bills  also  contain  specific 
exemptions  for  the  so-called  State  service 
areas.  These  exemptions  are  included  in 
section  3f,  which  reads  in  part:  “The  State 
shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its 
allocated  right  to  the  use  of  the  capacities 
of  the  joint  use  facilities  for  water  service 
outside  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service 
area;”  and  section  6  which  reads:  “The  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  shall 
not  be  applicable  to  water  deliveries  or  to  the 
use  of  drainage  facilities  serving  lands  under 
contract  with  the  State  to  receive  a  water 
supply,  outside  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit 
service  area.” 

Proponents  of  these  bills  argue  that  the 
Federal  reclamation  law  cannot  apply  to  a 
project  or  part  of  a  project  which  is  paid  for 
by  the  State.  But  we  wonder  about  possible 
application  of  the  Warren  Act  which  requires 
that  all  waters  passing  through  a  Federal 


facility  be  subject  to  the  law.  We  also  are 
aware  that  the  State  is  not  constructing  its 
project  even  outside  of  San  Luis  without 
Federal  help. 

The  Federal  Government  will  be  providing 
nonreimbursable  items  such  as  flood  control 
for  the  State’s  Oroville  Dam  and  other  facili¬ 
ties  of  the  so-called  State  project. 

This  situation  also  raises  serious  policy 
questions.  Is  the  Federal  Government  going 
to  get  the  State  water  program  underway  at 
San  Buis?  Then  help  it  along  with  nonre¬ 
imbursable  items?  While  the  State  steps  in 
only  just  before  the  point  at  which  reclama¬ 
tion  law  would  be  applied? 

It  appears  to  us  that  the  large  landowners 
in  California’s  most  fertile  central  valleys  are 
preparing  to  hop  on  a  gravy  train  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  both  Federal  and  State  taxpayers. 

Sincerely,  , 

Angus  McDonald, 

Coordinator. 


San  Francisco,  Calif.,  April  15,  1959. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  O  ffice  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

I  have  not  yet  received  printed  copy  of 
hearing  on  S.  44,  San  Luis  unit,  Central  Val¬ 
ley  project.  We  have  information  that  hear¬ 
ings  remain  unpublished  although  bill  has 
been  reported.  Is  this  so?  S.  44  opens  door 
to  vast  water  grab  in  California.  The  Cali¬ 
fornia  Labor  Federation,  AFL-CIO,  represent¬ 
ing  iy2  million  members  and  insisting  that 
San  Luis  bill  shall  comply  strictly  with  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  laws,  requests  access  to 
published  hearings.  If  S.  44  reaches  floor  of 
Senate  with  hearings  unprinted  and  without 
ample  time  for  public  examination  we  re¬ 
quest  you  read  this  telegram  into  the  printed 
Record  of  the  Senate  and  use  our  influence 
to  postpone  debate  until  hearings  are  printed 
and  distributed  to  us  and  to  other  interested 
citizens.  We  desire  to  offer  informed  advice 
to  Senators  charged  with  responsibility  for 
deliberation  and  decision.  No  bill  such  as 
S.  44  that  raises  issues  of  great .  principle 
and  great  substance,  and  in  our  opinion,  en¬ 
dangers  the  public  interest  ought  to  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  escape  closest  public  scrutiny  for 
lack  of  publicity  and  time  for  consideration. 

C.  J.  Haggerty, 

Secretary -Treasurer,  California  Labor 
Federation,  AFL-CIO. 

Oakland,  Calif.,  April  27,  1959. 
Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  fight  for  unqualified  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion  in  San  Luis  bill  on  behalf  of  California 
Democrats  who  seek  a  State  limitation  but 
are  deceived  into  supposing  this  bill  all 
right. 

Keith  Murray. 

San  Francisco,  Calif.,  April  27,  1959. 
Re  San  Luis  bill 
Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urgently  request  you  exert  energies  to 
fight  for  160-acre  limitation,  to  apply  with¬ 
out  qualification. 

Mary  Louise  Allen, 

State  President,  California  Federation 
of  Young  Democrats. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  do  not  believe  the 
160-acre  limitation  should  be  breached 
through  approval  of  the  San  Luis  project 
authorization.  Let  us  approve  the  proj¬ 
ect  but  retain  the  historic  limitation. 

I  wish  to  explain  what  I  regard  as 
Oregon’s  specific  interest  in  this  matter. 
Unlike  the  State  of  Illinois,  in  the  area 
east  of  the  Cascade  Range  in  Oregon, 
those  who  operate  farms  are  often  de¬ 


pendent  upon  irrigation  for  their  supply 
of  water.  The  Senator  from  Illinois  well 
knows  that.  He  has  tramped  over  much 
of  Oregon,  and  he,  himself,  was  a  very 
illustrious  member  of  the  faculty  at  Reed 
College,  one  of  the  great  educational  in¬ 
stitutions  in  Oregon. 

We  in  Oregon  regard  California  as  one 
of  our  very  best  customers.  This  year 
marks  Oregon’s  100th  anniversary  of 
statehood.  In  1849,  10  years  before  Ore¬ 
gon  became  a  State,  Oregon’s  economy 
really  got  started  by  the  supplying  of 
food  to  the  gold  rush  immigrants  to 
California.  Furthermore,  we  know  that 
the  people  of  California  will  purchase  a 
great  deal  of  Oregon  lumber  and  a  great 
many  of  Oregon’s  rich  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts.  But  we  also  recognize  that  the  160- 
acre  limitation  applies  to  the  reclama¬ 
tion  projects  in  our  own  State — both 
those  already  in  existence  and  those 
presently  being  constructed. 

We  in  Oregon  want  California  to 
prosper.  That  is  why  I  have  been 
pleased  to  support  the  San  Luis  project 
as  a  whole;  and  I  feel  certain  that  my 
distinguished  senior  colleague  [Mr. 
Morse]  agrees  with  this.  We  know  that 
as  California  prospers,  Oregon  and  other 
nearby  Western  States  with  lesser  popu¬ 
lations  will  also  prosper. 

But,  Mr.  President,  if  the  160-acre 
limitation  is  breached  in  California,  such 
action  will  set  a  precedent  by  means  of 
which  the  160-acre  limitation  can  be 
breached  throughout  the  West.  After 
all,  if,  through  a  participating  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  State  of  California,  the 
160 -acre  limitation  can  be  breached, 
similar  participating  agreements  could 
be  entered  into  with  Oregon  or  Idaho  or 
Washington  or  Montana  or  any  of  the 
other  great  Western  States  in  which 
irrigation  projects  are  located.  It  seems 
to  me  that  if  the  160-acre  limitation  was 
undermined — and  that  limitation  dates 
back  to  the  administration  of  President 
Theodore  Roosevelt — and  if  it  were  un¬ 
dermined  in  that  way — such  action 
would  constitute  a  precedent  by  means 
of  which  all  the  other  Western  States 
would  be  able  to  request  a  similar  pre¬ 
rogative. 

So  it  seems  to  me,  Mr.  President,  that 
in  Oregon  and  Washington,  for  example, 
there  are  a  good  many  irrigation  proj¬ 
ects  where  State  participating  under¬ 
takings  could  be  added.  By  adding  them, 
they  could  do  away  with  the  160-acre 
limitation  in  the  domains  which  come 
under  State  jurisdiction.  Once  that 
happened,  it  seems  to  me  there  would 
be  increasing  difficulty  in  retaining  the 
160-acre  limitation  in  the  Federal  por¬ 
tions  of  the  projects,  all  over  the  West. 
I  think  it  is  important  to  emphasize  that 
point. 

If  a  reclamation  project  has  both  a 
Federal  portion  and  a  State  portion, 
how  can  such  an  arrangement  work 
effectively?  The  great  President  of  the 
United  States  who  founded  the  Repub¬ 
lican  Party — the  immortal  Abraham 
Lincoln — once  said  that  there  cannot  be 
a  nation  that  is  half  slave  and  half  free. 
I  realize  that  historic  utterance  does  not 
apply  to  an  undertaking  as  compara¬ 
tively  unimportant  as  this  one,  as  re- 
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lated  to  the  future  of  chattel  slavery  in 
the  United  States. 

But  in  the  case  of  the  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion — and  160  acres  are  just  about 
enough  to  support  one  family — if  there 
were  nearby  vast  agricultural  empires 
which  might  involve  20,000  or  30,000 
acres,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  160-acre 
limitation  on  the  Federal  projects  would 
inevitably  be  doomed;  I  do  not  see  how 
it  could  continue.  I  do  not  believe  that 
those  who  farmed  on  the  Federal  side  of 
a  canal  would  be  satisfied  with  160-acre 
holdings,  when  they  saw,  on  the  other 
side  of  the  canal,  vast  holdings  of  20,000 
or  30,000  acres.  You  could  not  mix  tiny 
homesteads  with  immense  agricultural 
kingdoms. 

So  that  is  why  I  support  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas]  and  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  in 
the  amendment  they  have  submitted  to 
this  otherwise  very  fine  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes;  but  first  I  wish 
to  thank  the  junior  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Neuberger]  for  his  very  states¬ 
manlike  and  clear  statement  on  this 
issue. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Now  I  am  glad  to 
yield  to  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
the  Record  to  show  that  I  associate  my¬ 
self  completely  with  the  views  which 
have  just  been  expressed  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  from  Oregon.  I 
think  he  has  pointed  out  unanswerably 
the  position  of  the  State  of  Oregon  in 
regard  to  water-resource-development 
projects;  and  I  am  sure  he  will  share  my 
point  of  view  when  I  say  now  to  our  two 
good  friends  in  the  Senate,  the  Senators 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel  and  Mr. 
Engle],  that  we  are  never  happy  to  find 
ourselves  at  any  variance — even  over  a 
matter  such  as  this  one  in  the  bill — a 
variance  which  I  say  to  them  they  could 
resolve  very  helpfully,  for  purposes  of 
future  reference,  in  support  of  our  com¬ 
mon  western  projects.  I  think  the  elim¬ 
ination  of  section  6(a)  of  the  bill  would 
not  in  any  way  jeopardize  this  great  proj¬ 
ect  which  the  two  Senators  from  Oregon 
and  the  Senator  from  Illinois  are  en¬ 
thusiastically  supporting;  in  fact,  we 
really  think  we  are  the  best  “friends  in 
court”  of  the  Senators  from  California, 
although  they  do  not  appreciate  it  this 
afternoon.  But  I  think  that  in  due 
course  of  time  they  will  see  that  we  are 
protecting  their  long-term  interests. 

At  this  time  I  wish  to  place  in  the 
Record,  if  the  Senator  from  Illinois  will 
permit  me  to  do  so,  further  rebuttal  of 
the  statements  made  by  our  dear  friends, 
the  Senators  from  California,  who  a  few 
minutes  ago  made  an  argument  which  I 
believe  is  not  borne  out  by  the  facts,  as 
the  record  itself  will  show. 

First,  let  me  refer  to  page  222  of  the 
hearings  of  March  17,  where  again  Mr. 
Van  Loben  Sels  testified  in  behalf  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad.  On  that  oc¬ 
casion  he  was  asked  questions  by  a  col¬ 
league  of  the  two  Senators  from  Ore¬ 
gon — Representative  Ullman,  a  Member 


of  the  House  of  Representatives,  who 
happens  to  be  a  member  of  the  House 
committee  which  has  jurisdiction  of  this 
subject  matter. 

I  read  now  from  page  222: 

Mr.  Ullman.  Just  a  short  question,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels,  how  much  land  do 
you  have  that  would  come  under  the  pro¬ 
posed  Federal  project? 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels — ■ 

And  I  assume  that  he  knows  what  land 
his  company  has — 

The  figure  we,,  have  quoted  is  120,000  acres. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
precisely  what  I  have  been  contending — 
namely, -that  it  is  120,000  acres  in  the 
Federal  water  service  area.  So  I  hope 
this  Record  now  can  be  made  crystal 
clear  that  it  is  not  55,000  acres.  It  is 
120,000  acres,  plus  an  added  30,000  acres 
outside  the  Federal  service  area  that 
may  be  served  by  the  so-called  State 
project  which  would  be  made  possible 
by  the  joint  Federal  facilities. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  is  correct. 

I  wish  to  quote  further  from  the  state¬ 
ments  made  at  the  hearings  by  the 
spokesman  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Rail¬ 
road  Co. : 

There  has  been  some  deletion  from  that, 
because  the  Federal  Government  recently 
condemned  some  for  a  naval  air  station. 
That  is  in  the  courts  now. 

However,  the  amount  required  for  the 
Naval  Air  Station  would  be  relatively 
small. 

I  read  further  from  the  hearings  be¬ 
fore  the  House  committee: 

Mr.  Ullman.  How  is  this  land  being  util¬ 
ized  today?  Do  you  have  a  breakdown  of 
that,  of  the  land  use  today? 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  It  is  all  under  agri¬ 
cultural  lease.  It  is  aU  under  irrigation, 
but  not  all  of  it  is  irrigated  every  year. 
It  is  being  farmed  under  lease  to  actual 
operators  on  the  property,  to  crops  that 
are  typical  of  that  area,  which  I  think  were 
mentioned  previously.  But  they  include 
grains,  cotton,  melons,  various  seed,  grass 
seed  and  alfalfa  seed  crops,  a  few  more  of 
the  specialized  crops,  like  potatoes  and  car¬ 
rots,  and  other  vegetables. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  But  they  are  very 
high  yield,  high  value  crops. 

Mr.  MORSE.  However,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  what  is  the  declaration  of  intent 
on  the  part  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
Railway  Co.?  It  is  to  get  water  every 
year — to  get  enough  water  so  it  can 
operate  year  in  and  year  out.  That  is 
obviously  what  the  company  is  after 
and  what  it  hopes  to  accomplish  by 
means  of  this  bill.  So  let  us  face  up  to 
that  reality. 

I  read  further  from  the  House  com¬ 
mittee  hearings: 

Mr.  Ullman.  It  is  all  relatively  flat  land, 
then,  and  all  under  cultivation;  is  that 
right? 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  It  is  all  under  cul¬ 
tivation.  A  lot  of  it  has  been  leveled  and 
brought  to  grade  for  surface  irrigation. 
Some  of  it  is  sprinkler  irrigated,  and  it  is 
more  of  a  rolling  type. 

Mr.  Ullman.  How  long  have  these  lands 
been  owned? 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  We  acquired  this 
land  during  the  1860’s,  1870’s,  and  1880’s. 

Mr.  Ullman.  In  what  manner? 
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Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  They  were  acquired 
through  Act  of  Congress  as  part  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  for  building  the  western  railroads. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  May  I  interject? 
Acquired  in  this  case  for  building  a  rail¬ 
way  which  was  never  built. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  was  going  to  digress 
to  point  that  out.  I  shall  touch  upon  it 
in  the  major  speech  which  I  shall  make 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I  empha¬ 
size — a  railroad  which  it  never  built. 

I  continue  to  read : 

Mr.  Ullman.  They  were  part  of  the  Land 
Grant  Program? 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  Commonly  termed 
that. 

Mr.  Ullman.  The  railroads,  of  course,  de¬ 
veloped  whatever  water  facilities  they  have? 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  Actually,  our  lessees 
did  it  as  part  of  the  lease,  but  we  in  effect 
did  so.  It  was  done  under  our  direction.  \ 

Mr.  Ullman.  The  railroads  farmed  none 
of  this  land  directly?  It  is  all  leased? 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Ullman.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  only  want  to  say  I  have  offered  this 
for  the  Record  to  reinforce  the  position 
taken  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  and 
I  would  only  add  that  this  almost  be¬ 
comes  one  of  the  “Now  you  see  it,  now 
you  don’t”  affairs  when  a  discussion  is 
had  of  a  Federal  interest  in  a  State 
project. 

I  shall  insist,  so  far  as  my  presenta¬ 
tion  throughout  this  debate  is  con¬ 
cerned,  that  we  must  look  at  the  origin. 
We  must  look  at  what  really  creates  the 
project;  what  brought  it  into  being,  and 
consider  why  do  we  have  this  trouble  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate?  What  is  it? 
The  Federal  project.  Without  the  Fed¬ 
eral  participation  in  this  this  matter 
this  problem  would  not  be  presented  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  this  afternoon. 
Therefore,  I  want  to  say  to  my  very  good 
friends  from  California,  we  are  not  hurt¬ 
ing  them  by  suggesting  that  section  6(a) 
be  eliminated.  In  my  judgement,  in  the 
future  it  is  possible  that  will  be  in  a 
much  stronger  position  if  they  accept 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  and  take  it  to  conference. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  ask  who  has  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  shall  yield  in  a 
moment.  First  I  should  like  to  make  a 
statement  of  my  own. 

I  wish  to  rivet  down,  without  any 
possibility  of  contradiction,  the  facts  of 
the  ownership  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
Railway  and  the  extent  of  that  owner¬ 
ship.  The  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
pointed  out  that  out  of  their  own  lips 
they  have  said  they  own  120,000  acres 
in  the  so-called  Federal  service  area. 

Let  me  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  Associate  Commissioner  of  Reclama¬ 
tion,  testifying  before  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  itself,  stated  that  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railway  owns  approximately 
120,000  acres  of  land  in  the  service  area, 
65,000  of  which  are  in  the  Westlands 
district,  which  is  one  district  in  the  area. 

Then  the  Senator  from  Oregon  quoted 
the  statement  the  representatives  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  made  before  the  House 
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committee  on  March  17.  Let  me  now 
quote  another  statement  which  they 
made  on  March  23,  6  days  later,  in  a 
letter  to  the  Senator  fi’om  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson],  published  on  page  101 
of  the  Senate  hearings. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield.  Was  he  talking  about 
the  Federal  service  area  or  the  whole? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Federal  service 
area.  He  stated: 

It  is  now  our  desire  to  reaffirm  our  pre¬ 
vious  position,  that  our  agricultural  prop¬ 
erties  are  not  for  sale.  They  constitute  an 
important  natural  resource  asset  of  our 
organization,  and  we  need  them  to  maintain 
our  diversified  position  in  the  economy  of 
the  Western  States. 

They  want  to  be  in  the  land  business 
as  well  as  in  the  railway  business. 

Now  let  me  turn  back  for  a  moment  to 
the  opinion  of  the  counsel  for  the  In¬ 
terior  Committee  referred  to  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel].  I 
give  due  weight  to  counsel’s  opinion  that 
the  project  might  be  possible  and  feas¬ 
ible  even  if  the  Southern  Pacific  carries 
out  its  intention  not  to  come  in  under 
the  reclamation  law  or  to  sell  its  excess 
holdings.  But  I  have  very  serious 
doubts.  I  have  seen  some  detailed  maps 
showing  that  the  Southern  Pacific  owns 
a  precise  checkerboard  of  land  in  some 
of  these  areas. 

I  may  say  that  was  the  tendency  in 
the  distribution  of  railroad  land.  They 
would  take  a  section  of  land  on  the 
north  of  a  railroad,  or  on  the  west  of 
a  railroad,  skip  another  section,  then 
take  a  section,  then  alternate  on  the 
south  side  of  the  line  or  the  east  side 
of  the  line,  a  section  opposite  the  sec¬ 
tion  which  it  held,  and 'then  skip.  So 
that  the  railway  holdings  on  the  west¬ 
ern'  lines  as  given  by  the  land  grant 
steal  which  some  of  the  great  founders 
of  California  put  through  in  the  1860’s 
and  1870’s - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  not 
visiting  that  sin  on  the  two  Senators 
who  represent  that  State  now,  is  he? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No;  I  am  just  re¬ 
minding  them  of  the  unholy  origins  of 
the  action.  It  was  conceived  in  sin  and 
begotten  in  iniquity. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  By  some  of  my 
friend’s  Democratic  forebears. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  For  every  Democrat 
who  participated  in  the  scandal  of  the 
Credit  Mobilier,  there  were  at  least  20 
Republicans.  It  is  true  that  they  made 
James  Brooks,  of  New  York,  something 
of  a  “fall  guy”;  but  if  one  goes  over  the 
list  of  persons  who  participated  in  the 
stock  of  Credit  Mobilier  and  who  as¬ 
sisted  in  the  land  steal,  he  will  find  it 
consisted  of  prominent  Republican 
Members  of  the  House  and  Senate,  in¬ 
cluding  the  then  Vice  President  whose 
bust  is  upon  the  wall  of  this  Chamber. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  stipulate  it  was 
bipartisan  iniquity. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  As  is  usual  in  cases 
of  political  iniquity,  5  percent  were 
Democrats  and  95  percent  was  Repub- 
licans 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  question  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  arithmetic. 

Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Ncr;  I  want  to  com¬ 
plete  this  statement  first. 


I  cannot  see  physically  how  the  fa¬ 
cilities  can  be  constructed  so  as  eco¬ 
nomically  to  serve  the  other  lands  with 
the  Southern  Pacific’s  checkerboard 
land  taken  out. 

What  I  really  suspect  is  that  the 
Southern  Pacific  hopes  to  get  the  water 
and  get  away  from  acreage  limitations 
at  the  same  time. 

The  Southern  Pacific’s  letter  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son]  to  which  I  have  referred  bears  this 
out: 

We  reaffirm  our  request  that  owners  of 
land  in  excess  of  160  acres  he  allowed  the 
alternative  of  paying  interest  on  the  Federal 
irrigation  investment  and  thus  he  allowed 
to  retain  their  land  holding  and  obtain  water 
for  them. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  situation  is  tak¬ 
en  care  of  by  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  provision  that 
reclamation  law  shall  be  applied  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  the  San  Luis 
unit,  is  in  the  bill.  But  I  have  seen 
enough  of  the  operations  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  in  Pine  Flats,  and 
so  forth,  to  know  it  is  one  thing  to  get 
it  in  the  law,  and  it  is  another  thing  to 
get  it  carried  out  as  you  face  a  mighty 
combination  of  landowners. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  There  will  be  a  Demo¬ 
cratic  administration  soon,  and  the  law 
will  be  enforced. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  will  be  enforced  a 
little  better,  but  not  necessarily  well,  be¬ 
cause  sometimes  Democratic  Secretaries 
of  the  Interior  go  sour,  too. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  I  may  say  so,  I 
notice  that  the  interests  that  are  trying 
to  operate  against  the  welfare  of  the 
country  have  representatives  in  both 
parties  and  they  operate  inside  both 
parties. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes;  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  appreciate  the 
Senator’s  yielding. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  question 
only. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  a  series  of  questions? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  one  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  can  hardly  get 
started  with  one  question. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Very  well. 

l\kr.  KUCHEL.  Let  me  ask  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  this  question:  If  I  heard 
him  correctly,  he  proposes  to  strike  out 
that  section  by  which  it  is  clearly  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  State  system  shall  be 
exempt  from  Federal  reclamation  law. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  If  that  section  should 
be  eliminated - - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  hope  it  will  not  be 
necessary  for  me  to  offer  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  hope  the  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  in  their  desire  to  get  this  project 
completed  and  to  preserve  the  family¬ 
sized  farms,  will  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  me  ask  my  next 
question. 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Does  the  Senator 
dash  my  hopes  in  this  way? 

Mi\  KUCHEL.  Let  me  see  whether 
my  hopes,  too,  are  being  dashed. 

If  the  Senator’s  amendment  were  to 
be  adopted,  then  the  Senator  would  be 
in  favor  of  the  project;  is  that  correct; 
The  Senator  said  that,  did  he  not? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes;  I  think  so. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  would  be. 

Mi’.  DOUGLAS.  Yes,  I  think  so.  I 
will  say  in  this  connection  it  is  a  great 
sacrifice  for  the  interests  of  the  Middle 
West  to  support  any  of  these  reclama¬ 
tion  projects,  because  it  means  bring¬ 
ing  into  more  intensive  cultivation 
competing  land. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Very  well. 

Mi*.  DOUGLAS.  Wait  a  moment.  I 
am  trying  to  impress  the  Senator  from 
California  with  the  fact  that  I  am  taking 
a  national  point  of  view  on  this  issue 
despite  the  competitive  aspects  of  the 
project. 

Nevertheless,  I  think  it  is  in  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  that  this  amazingly  fer¬ 
tile  land  should  have  water  applied 
to  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Very  well. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  But  I  want  to  have 
water  applied  to  the  land  so  that  we  will 
preserve  the  small  farm,  the  family  sized 
farm,  and  break  up  the  huge  estates 
which  evolved  from  the  Spanish  haci¬ 
enda  system  which  dominated  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  and  tended  to  stifle  democ¬ 
racy  in  that  area. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  If  the  Senator  sup¬ 
ports  the  proposed  legislation,  assuming 
that  the  amendment  he  has  in  mind  is 
agreed  to - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  going  to  be 
accepted? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Then  would  the  Sen¬ 
ator  understand  that  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  would  call  for  a  dam  to  be  used 
by  the  State  government  and  by  the 
Federal  Government  as  well? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Let  me  point  out  to 
my  good  friend - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Will  the  Senator 
answer  that  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  will  answer  it  in  my 
own  way. 

May  I  ask  my  good  friend,  if  the 
acreage  limitation  feature  of  reclamation 
law  is  removed  from  the  so-called  State 
service  land,  how  can  we  maintain  an 
acreage  limitation  op  the  so-called  Fed¬ 
eral  service  land?  One  can  no  more 
have' those  two  systems  existing  side  by 
side  than  he  can  divide  the  reservoir 
which  has  been  created  with  Federal 
money  and  the  superstructure  created 
with  State  money,  or  divide  the  dams 
that  gather  the  water  -  in  the  north,  or 
pay  the  cost  of  putting  on — is  it  a  second 
story? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  My  friend  has  not 
answered  my  question. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Wait  a  moment.  Is 
it  a  second  story  on  the  Delta  Mendota 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  My  friend  has  not 
answered  my  question.  I  cannot  make 
my  friend  answer  the  question,  but  he 
should  answer  it. 

Is  the  Senator  from  Illinois  prepared 
to  accept  the  philosophy  of  the  bill  with¬ 
out  the  section  to  which  he  objects,  under 
which  a  dam  of  2  million  acre-feet  would 
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be  created,  a  part  of  which  would  serve 
a  State  system  and  another  part  of  which 
would  serve  a  Federal  system?  Is  the 
Senator  in  favor  of  that? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  not  prepared  to 
support  such  a  system  with  Federal 
funds  and  facilities  unless  it  carries  with 
it  a  universal  application  of  the  160-acre 
limitation. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  the  Record  be 
clear.  Does  that  mean  the  Senator  is 
going  to  subject  the  people  of  California 
to  an  acreage  limitation  under  Federal 
reclamation  law? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  trying  to  save 
the  people  of  California  from  the  un¬ 
witting  efforts  of  the  senior  Senator 
from  California  to  perpetuate  the  sys¬ 
tem  of  big  land  holdings. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  object¬ 
ing  to  what  the  senior  Senator  from 
California,  the  junior  Senator  from 
California,  the  Governor  of  California 
and  the  Legislature  of  California  all 
have  asked  the  Congress  to  approve. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  They  want  the  proj¬ 
ect  of  course.  But  I  do  not  think  they 
want  to  abandon  the  160  acre  limitation. 

I  came  to  the  Senate  chamber  this 
afternoon  prepared  to  believe  that  once 
we  stated  the  case  the  senior  Senator 
from  California  and  the  junior  Senator 
from  California  would  withdraw  section 
6(a). 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  me  ask  the  Sena¬ 
tor  a  few  more  question. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  is  dis¬ 
appointing  me. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  This  is  not  in  keep¬ 
ing  with  the  Senator’s  usual  attitude  to¬ 
ward  these  issues.  Usually  the  Senator 
from  California  is  for  the  public  interest. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  want  to  be. 

Is  it  not  true  the  bill  specifically  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  construct  the  dam  under  Federal 
reclamation  law?  Is  that  not  the  truth 
and  the  fact? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Then  how  can  the 
Senator  say  that  anyone  is  trying  to 
evade  or  violate  any  section  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  law? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  true  that  the  dis¬ 
cussion  thus  far  has  been  primarily  cen¬ 
tered  upon  some  440,000  acres  which  will 
be  furnished  with  water  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  portion — or  from  the  attempted 
Federal  portion — of  this  project.  Thus 
far  there  has  not  been  much  discussion 
as  to  what  would  happen  on  some 
440,000  or  500,^00  additional  acres — we 
really  have  not  been  informed  just  how 
many — to  be  serviced  with  the  addi¬ 
tional  1  million  acre-feet  of  water. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  It  will  be  the  rest  of 
the  State,  if  I  may  interrupt  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  calls 
that  State  service  land.  Yet  in  order 
to  construct  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  we 
must  have  prior  Federal  investment.  In¬ 
deed,  we  had  to  have  prior  Federal  in¬ 
vestment  upstream  on  the  dams  and  res¬ 
ervoirs  north  of  Sacramento. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Does  the  Senator  ob¬ 
ject  to  that? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No.  That  has  been 
done. 


But  those  projects  will  be  utilized. 

Furthermore,  I  should  like  to  ask  an¬ 
other  question  of  my  good  friend  the 
junior  Senator  from  California,  who  has 
such  a  bright  future  before  him.  How 
are  we  going  to  bring  water  from  north¬ 
ern  California  down  to  the  reservoir  if 
we  do  not  use  the  Delta  Mendota  Canal? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  They  will  build  their 
own  canal. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Will  it  be  alongside 
that  canal,  or  above  it? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Just  a  little  above  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  A  second  story? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  No;  it  will  not  be  on 
top,  but  it  will  be  placed  horizontally  a 
little  over  the  canal. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Will  they  not  utilize 
a  part  of  the  construction  for  the  Delta 
Mendota  Canal,  which  has  been  con¬ 
structed  by  the  Federal  Government? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  That  is  not  the  present 
plan. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Oh,  it  is  going  to  be 
like  our  subway. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  They  will  pay  for  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  will  be  one  sub¬ 
way,  and  then  another  subway;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Does  the  Senator  be¬ 
lieve  that  if  section  6(a)  is  stricken  from 
the  bill  the  reclamation  law  will  apply 
to  the  State  projects  service  area? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes,  I  do ;  and  I  want 
to  make  a  record  to  show  clearly  that 
it  would. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  want  to  make  a  rec¬ 
ord  which  is  very  plain  indeed  that  in 
my  opinion  the  section  is  surplusage.  It 
is  merely  a  statement  of  what  the  law  is. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  it  is  surplusage, 
then  eliminate  it. . 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  people  affected 
want  this  additional  assurance. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Who  are  they? 
What  people? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  tell  the  Senator 
what  people  they  are.  They  are  the 
people  of  southern  California. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  the  big  landowners  of  the  Central 
Valley? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do  not  mean  the  big 
landowners  of  the  Central  Valley. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Kern  County 
Land  Co.?  The  big  land  interests? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do  not  mean  them. 
I  mean  the  city  government  of  the  city 
of  Los  Angeles. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  They  are  interested  in 
getting  supplemental  water,  so  that 
when  the  housewife  turns  on  the  water 
tap  she  can  get  water. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Now  the  Senator  is 
talking  about  city  water,  and  I  am  talk¬ 
ing  about  irrigation  water.  Surely  the 
Senator  does  not  oppose  the  application 
of  the  160-acre  limitation  if  he  is  just 
'considering  water  distributed  in  the  city 
of  Los  Angeles.  It  is  in  the  Central  Val¬ 
ley  that  this  issue  arises.  Let  me  say 
to  my  good  friend  from  California  that 
he  has  made  a  moving  plea  on  behalf  of 
the  residents  of  Los  Angeles.  How  would 
the  people  of  Los  Angeles  be  hurt  by 


omitting  section  6(a),  which  would  in 
effect  provide  a  160-acre  limitation  in 
the  Central  Valley?  That  has  nothing 
to  do  with  Los  Angeles. 

We  want  Los  Angeles  to  have  water; 
but  with  respect  to  the  water  which 
goes  on  the  land  in  the  Central  Valley, 
we  believe  in  the  family-sized  farm,  the 
American  system.  We  do  not  want  the 
Spanish  system.  We  do  not  want  the 
hacienda  system,  or  the  system  of  Mex¬ 
ico,  which  California  had  when  it  joined 
the  Union.  We  do  not  want  a  system 
with  a  big  manor  house  on  the  hill,  and 
farm  laborers  living  in  hovels.  We  want 
a  system  in  which  the  owner  is  the  culti¬ 
vator.  That  is  the  basis  of  American 
agrarian  democracy. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  believe  that  the  State  of 
California,  through  its  State  govern¬ 
ment,  should  determine  what  laws 
should  govern  the  use  of  water  in  a 
State  system  of  water  distribution,  paid 
for  by  the  people  of  the  State? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  reply,  let  me  make 
two  comments. 

First,  it  is  not  a  pure  State  system. 
It  is  inextricably  mixed  with  a  Federal 
system. 

Second,  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
people  of  California  have  ever  declared 
themselves  in  favor  of  huge  estates.  So 
far  as  I  know,  they  have  never  said 
that  they  want  a  system  of  big  landed 
estates.  If  my  friend  from  California 
thinks  that  is  what  they  want,  let  him 
propose  it  in  a  referendum,  or  bring  it 
up  before  the  Legislature  of  the  State 
of  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  has  not 
answered  my  question. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  owners  of  the 
big  estates  cannot  get  what  they  want 
by  State  action  alone.  They  also  need 
Federal  help,  and  they  think  they  can 
come  to  Washington,  with  no  one  greatly 
concerned  over  the  issue  and  push  their 
proposal  through  Congress  on  favorable 
terms  to  themselves. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  has  not 
answered  my  question.  Does  he  believe 
that  the  people  of  California  should 
have  the  right,  by  State  law,  to  deter¬ 
mine  how  water  is  to  be  used  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  under  the  State  system? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  do  not  believe  that 
large  landowners  should  be  able  to  come 
to  Congress  and  obtain  an  exemption 
from  the  Federal  law. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  respectfully  submit 
that  that  is  not  answering  the  question. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  There  is  a  Federal 
responsibility  in  this  connection.  If  the 
State  of  California  would  enact  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  law,  we  might  cede 
authority  to  the  State  of  California. 
But  if  the  State  of  California  is  to  sub¬ 
vert  Federal  law  on  a  joint  Federal- 
State  project,  I  am  not  for  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  another  way 
of  saying  that  the  able  Senator  from 
Illinois  proposes  to  compel  the  people 
of  California  to  apply  the  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  law  to  a  State  project,  if  the  two 
systems,  State  and  Federal,  happen  to 
cross  in  a  single  reservoir. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  people  of  Illi¬ 
nois  are  paying  taxes,  and  have  paid 
taxes,  to  build  these  dams,  reservoirs, 
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conduits,  and  irrigation  systems.  They 
have  paid  taxes  against  their  own  eco¬ 
nomic  interests,  because  they  believed  it 
was  in  the  national  interest;  and  I  am 
ready  to  continue  to  do  so,  but  on  the 
condition  that  the  money  which  we  con¬ 
tribute  shall  be  used  to  maintain  agrar¬ 
ian  democracy,  and  not  huge  agrarian 
estates.  We  are  willing  to  have  money 
spent  for  a  democratic — with  a  small 
“d” — farm  system,  but  we  do  not  want 
to  have  it  spent  to  build  up  the  power  and 
strength  of  huge  landowners. 

It  is  well  known  that  in  California  a 
large  portion  of  the  land  is  locked  up  in 
huge  estates.  I  say  that  is  an  evil  in¬ 
heritance  from  Spanish  and  Mexican 
days,  and  it  is  a  good  thing  to  get  rid  of 
it  as  soon  as  possible,  instead  of  per¬ 
petuating  and  strengthening  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  attention  of  the  two  Senators  from 
California  for  a  moment. 

I  wish  to  pay  my  very  high  compliment 
to  the  able  Senator  from  Illinois  for  the 
very  brilliant  record  he  has  made  on  this 
issue  this  afternoon.  He  has  set  forth 
very  clearly — I  happen  to  think  un¬ 
answerably — a  public  policy  position 
which  some  of  us  in  the  Senate  have 
held  to  for  many  years,  in  regard  to  pro¬ 
tecting  what  we  think  is  the  public  in¬ 
terest  in  the  so-called  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion  provision. 

The  record  has  been  made.  I  suggest 
to  the  two  Senators  from  California  that 
they  ponder  that  record  between  now 
and  Thursday  afternoon.  I  assure  them 
that  the  Senator  from  Illinois  and  the 
two  Senators  from  Oregon  are  very 
reasonable  men.  We  shall  be  open  to 
conversations  and  conferences. 

As  I  have  listened  to  this  debate,  and 
particularly  to  some  of  the  questions  the 
two  Senators  from  California  have  been 
asking  the  Senator  from  Illinois - 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MORSE.  In  a  moment. 

There  is  something  in  my  sense  of  in¬ 
tuition  which  leads  me  to  believe  that 
this  debate  might  be  very  short  on 
Thursday.  I  say  this  because  I  believe 
that  conferences  might  result  in  some 
understanding  between  now  and  Thurs¬ 
day  which  would  keep  faith  with  the 
great  principle  which  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  so  brilliantly  defended  this 
afternoon. 

I  have  the  feeling  that  that  would  be 
the  smart  course  of  action  for  us  to  take 
tonight. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  has  made 
a  great  record.  Those  of  us  who  are 
standing  in  the  background  with  rein¬ 
forcements  would  like  to  suggest  that  we 
wait  until  Thursday,  if  it  becomes  neces¬ 
sary  to  give  the  Senator  from  Illinois  any 
reinforcement.  I  believe  that  a  study  on 
the  part  of  the  two  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  of  the  record  made  this  after¬ 
noon  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  might 
make  unnecessary  any  prolonged  discus¬ 
sion  Thursday  afternoon. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  in  order  that  I  may  pro¬ 
pound  a  question  to  the  Senator  from. 
Oregon? 


Mr:  DOUGLAS.  I  believe  I  still  have 
the  floor.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  agree  with  me  that  if  we  were 
to  strike  out  section  6(a)  we  would  not 
apply  the  reclamation  law  outside  the 
Federal  service  area? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Let  me  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  that  I  think  that  is 
exactly  the  kind  of  discussion  which  we 
had  better  have  in  conference  between 
now  and  next  Thursday. 

Let  me  tell  the  two  Senators  from 
California  what  I  would  do  if  I  were  in 
their  position.  I  would  accept  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
and  run  just  as  fast  as  possible  with  the 
bill  to  get  it  to  the  White  House  for  sig¬ 
nature.  I  do  not  believe  we  should  take 
any  chances  with  it. 

Therefore  I  suggest  that  we  close  the 
debate  tonight.  Between  now  and 
Thursday  we  might  find  ourselves  reach¬ 
ing  an  acceptable  understanding,  so  that 
there  would  be  a  very  short  debate  on 
Thursday. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  the  floor? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  not  yielded 
the  floor,  but  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  my 
friend  from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  There  are  some  Mem¬ 
bers  on  our  side  of  the  aisle  who  would 
like  to  debate  the  proposed  legislation. 
They  have  indicated  to  me  that  they 
would  prefer  to  have  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  postponed  until  Thurs¬ 
day. 

I  have  talked  with  iry  colleague  from 
California,  and  we  both  agree  that  what 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  has  suggested 
would  be  in  the  public  interest. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  California.  My  faith  in  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California,  which  is  deep  and 
warm,  finds  reassurance,  after  being 
temporarily  dimmed  by  the  doubts  he 
expressed  about  our  proposed  amend¬ 
ment.  [Laughter.]  I  think  he  has 
made  a  good  suggestion,  but  before  the 
Senate  adjourns  for  tonight,  I  wish  to 
deal  with  the  point  raised  by  the  junior 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Engle], 

The  question  of  what  the  State  does 
in  connection  with  a  State  project  is 
irrelevant  to  the  question  now  before  the 
Senate.  The  question  now  before  the 
Senate  involves  a  joint  project,  in  which 
large  sums  of  Federal  money  are  in¬ 
volved,  and  existing  Federal  structures 
are  to  be  used,  including  Federal  dams 
in  northern  California,  as  well  as  the 
Federal  share  of  the  dam  at  the  San 
Luis  Reservoir. 

Therefore,  this  is  not  the  injection  of 
a  Federal  provision  in  a  purely  State 
project,  but  the  assertion  of  Federal 
protections  in  a  largely  Federal  project. 

In  closing,  I  wish  to  put  into  the  Rec¬ 
ord  this  fact:  One  of  the  big  issues 
before  the  Nation  is  whether  we  are  to 
have  concentrated  ownership  or  diffused 
ownership.  Some  people  think  this  is 
an  issue  which  is  to  be  fought  out  solely 
in  the  industrial  field — small  business  as 
compared  with  huge  business,  or  with 
respect  to  antitrust  policies. 

The  issue,  however,  relates  to  land  and 
farming  as  well.  I  happen  to  be  one — 


and  I  believe  the  American  people  agree 
with  me — who  holds  that  farming  should 
be  based  on  the  family-sized  farm,  and 
that  there  is  no  real  place  in  America 
for  huge  estates,  with  a  few  owners  and 
a  large  number  of  farm  laborers. 

I  have  traveled  through  the  Central 
Valley,  and  I  have  found  communities  in 
which  virtually  everyone  is  a  laborer, 
leading  a  rather  miserable  life,  I  may 
say.  Very  frankly,  I  did  not  regard  that 
as  a  part  of  the  American  tradition. 

There  are  other  communities  in  the 
valley  where  the  land  ownership  is  dif¬ 
fused,  and  where  there  is  independent 
ownership  and  where  self-respecting,  in¬ 
dependent  people  live.  That  to  me  is 
what  America  has  meant  in  the  past  and 
what  it  should  mean  in  the  future. 

I  do  not  wish  to  see  concentrated  land 
ownership  not  only  hold  its  own,  but 
increase  its  grasp  on  these  rich  re¬ 
sources.  When  water  comes  to  the  val¬ 
ley,  land  which  previously  was  worth 
little  will  be  worth  a  great  deal.  Yields 
will  multiply.  The  power  of  those  hold¬ 
ing  the  land  will  be  enormously  in¬ 
creased. 

In  my  judgment  the  Federal  expendi¬ 
ture  of  funds  should  be  used  to  lay  a 
broader  basis  for  economic  democracy 
in  the  Nation,  and  not  a  more  restricted 
basis. 

Inasmuch  as  the  discussion  is  to  be 
continued  on  Thursday,  I  shall  yield  the 
floor.  I  send  an  amendment  to  the  desk, 
which  I  offer  on  behalf  of  the  two  Sen¬ 
ators  from  Oregon  and  myself,  and  ask 
that  it  be  printed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  print¬ 
ed,  and  will  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
yield  the  floor,  and  I  hope  that  my  col¬ 
leagues  will  read  the  Record,  so  that 
when  we  return  on  Thursday  the  good 
Senators  from  California  will  eliminate 
section  6(a). 


HAWAII’S  GOVERNOR  QUINN  IS  VIO¬ 
LATING  HATCH  ACT  AND  SHOULD 

RESIGN 

MrSoRUENING.  Mr.  President,  most 
of  the\  distinguished  Members  of  this 
body  were  pleased  to  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to.  help  make  statehood  for 
Hawaii  a  reality  this  March.  But  I  am 
quite  sure  that  none  of  the  Members — 
and  there  were  several  who  were  vitally 
involved,  suclXas  my  able  friend  from 
Washington,  Henry  M.  Jackson,  who  did 
such  a  fine  job\pf  managing  both  the 
Hawaii  and  AlasKa  statehood  bills  on 
the  floor — were  anymore  delighted  than 
were  by  distinguished  colleague,  “Bob” 
Bartlett,  and  I  because  we  had  been  so 
recently  involved  in  arimilar  effort. 

I  have  been  an  advocate  of  Hawaiian 
statehood  for  a  quartei\  of  a  century. 
When,  in  1934,  I  was  appointed  as  the 
first  director  of  the  newly  created 
agency  in  the  Interior  Department,  the 
Division  of  Territories  and  Island  Posses¬ 
sions,  I  conceived  it  my  duty  to  diminish 
as  rapidly  as  possible  the  duties\of  that 
office — and  its  ultimate  abolition*.  The 
way  to  do  that  was  to  confer  on  tha  out¬ 
lying  dependencies  of  the  United  Spates 
as  nearly  as  possible  the  political  status 
which  they  desired  and  which  they  could 
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siipport  consistent  with  the  interest  and 
policies  of  the  United  States.  That 
would  mean  statehood  for  Hawaii  and 
Alaska'-,  the  only  two  incorporated  Ter¬ 
ritories,^  and  thereby  destined  for  no 
other  status.  It  meant  independence 
for  the  Philippines,  which  was  achieved 
in  1946.  IfSmeant  for  Puerto  Rico  a 
special  autonomous  semi-independent 
status  in  response  to  the  expressed  will 
of  that  island’s  people.  For  the  remain¬ 
ing  areas,  it  shoulckjnean  the  maximum 
of  selt-government,\onsistent  with  the 
conditions  in  each. 

Hawaii  has  long  beerNready  for  state 
hood.  It  was  ready  f ok  statehood  25 
years  ago  and  should  havoJiad'  it  then. 
It  was  ready  for  statehood\ong  before 
Alaska  was,  and  when  both  these  Terri¬ 
tories,  over  a  decade  ago,  werNactively 
engaged  in  trying  to  persuade  toe  Con¬ 
gress  that  each  should  have  statemxxd,  I 
made  no  secret  of  my  belief  that  Hawaii 
deserved — on  its  merits — prior  consider¬ 
ation.  I  stated  publicly  that  Hawaii  d( 
served  statehood  more  than  Alaska,  but' 
that  Alaska  needed  it  more.  I  stated 
publicly  my  belief  that  it  was  more  im¬ 
portant  for  the  United  States  to  grant 
statehood  to  Hawaii  than  for  Hawaii  to 
receive  it.  By  that  I  meant  that  the 
United  States  would  be  relatively  an  even 
greater  beneficiary  of  Hawaiian  state¬ 
hood  than  would  Hawaii  be  itself.  I  have 
not  varied  from  that  view,  and  feel  that 
no  year  in  my  life  will  be  more  gratefully 
remembered  as  a  year  of  achievement, 
in  which  I  was  fortunate  to  be  able  to 
participate,  than  the  10-month  period 
in  which  the  Congress  voted  to  admit 
the  49th  and  50th  States. 

Senator  Bartlett  and  I  were  particu¬ 
larly  pleased  at  Hawaii’s  admission  be¬ 
cause  we  had  the  opportunity  to  help 
repay  a  very  great  American,  delegate 
John  A.  Burns  of  Hawaii,  for  his  far¬ 
sighted  and  statesmanlike  performance 
last  year.  I  refer  to  Mr,  Burns’  leader¬ 
ship  in  separating  the  Alaskan  and  Ha¬ 
waiian  statehood  bills  and  insisting  on 
their  being  completely  disassociated,  so 
that  each  could  be  considered  separately 
on  its  own  merits.  Had  it  not  been  for 
Delegate  Burns’  enlightened  action, 
which  was  made  at  no  slight  politica: 
risk  to  himself,  both  Alaska  and  Hawaii 
would,  in  my  reasoned  judgment,  be  s/ill 
petitioning  Congress  for  statehood/and 
their  achievement  of  that  goal  jndefi 
nitely  postponed. 

Last  year,  as  many  Senator/  will  re¬ 
call,  I  was  here  serving  as  a  ‘‘Tennessee- 
Plan  Senator,”  and  seeking^/ith  my  two 
colleagues,  to  influence  the  Members  of 
Congress  on  behalf  of  ^Alaska’s  cause. 
We  had  many,  many  yonderful  friends 
in  both  Houses.  Buff  perhaps  no  one 
played  a  more  crucjal  and  determining 
role  than  did  John  A.  Burns,  Hawaii’s 
Delegate  in  the/House.  Even  though 
Hawaii  had  bepn  petitioning  for  state¬ 
hood  longer  than  Alaska — more  or  less 
for  a  half  cnitury,  and  actively  for  40 
years — Bums  quickly  appreciated  that 
we  of  Alaska  were  in  a  more  strategic 
positioiyTor  success,  and  did  not  hesitate 
to  allow  us  to  go  first.  He  resisted  all 
pressures,  all  blandishments — and  they 
were  numerous,  forceful  and  persua¬ 
sive — to  cause  him  to  deviate  from  that 


course.  The  result  of  his  wisdom  was 
the  sure  and  safe  passage,  after  many 
heartbreaking  and  unsuccessful  at¬ 
tempts  in  the  past,  of  both  pieces  of 
legislation  in  the  incredibly  short  time 
of  ten  months.  What  had  for  a  long 
time  seemed  a  lost  cause  was,  in  large 
degree,  saved  by  the  abnegation,  re¬ 
straint  and  statesmanship  of  Jack 
Burns. 

Since  statehood  for  Hawaii  passed 
Congress  and  was  signed  into  law  by 
President  Eisenhower  in  March,  I  have 
been  following  developments  in  our  new¬ 
est  State  with  attention  and  sympathy 
because  we  in  Alaska  have  a  deep  com¬ 
munity  of  interest  with  our  sister  State, 
Hawaii.  We  have  fought  side  by  side 
for  a  decade  and  a  half  for  the  equality 
of  statehood.  We  are  the  only  non-con- 
tiguous  areas  to  be  admitted  to  the 
Union.  We  represent  America’s  farthest 
west  and  respectively  America’s  farthest 
north  and  farthest  south.  We  bring 
great  diversity  to  the  Nation. 

Because  of  this  interest,  I  find  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  report  to  this  body,  Mr.  Presi- 
it,  that  one  aspect  of  the  situation  i; 
HaVaii  at  present  is  not  quite  as/it 
shomd  be.  The  present  Territorial  Gfbv- 
emorNfhe  Honorable  William  F.  Quinn, 
has  notsheen  following  either  the  letter 
or  the  spirit  of  Federal  law  in  regard  to 
the  upcoming  elections  in  Hawaii  this 
summer.  They  are  important  to  this 
body.  Two  more  Senators/ will  join  us. 
A  governor  ancS^i  legislature  of  the  50th 
State  will,  for  the  first  /me,  be  elected. 
Mr.  Quinn,  I  believe,  has  been  violating 
section  9  of  the  HatkM  Act,  which  makes 
it  unlawful  for  anVperson  employed  in 
the  executive  branclrv  of  the  United 
States  Government  “toNuse  his  official 
authority  or  influence  forShe  purpose  of 
interfering  m h  an  electioiryor  affecting 
the  results/thereof.  No  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  in  ti le  executive  branch  shall  take 
any  active  part  in  political  management 
or  in  political  campaigns.” 

Th/  only  exceptions  to  this  se&tion 
are /he  President  and  Vice  Presiden\of 
t iyf  United  States ;  persons  whose  coi 
msation  is  paid  for  from  the  appropria-' 
non  for  the  Office  of  the  President; 
heads  and  assistant  heads  of  executive 
departments;  officers  who  are  appointed 
by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Senate,  and  who  de- 
tex-mine  policies  to  be  pui’sued  by  the 
United  States  in  its  relations  with  for¬ 
eign  powers  or  in  the  nationwide  ad- 
ministraton  of  Federal  laws. 

While  Governor  Quinn  is  a  Presidential 
appointee,  subject  to  Senate  confirma¬ 
tion,  his  office  is  certainly  not  one  in 
which  are  determined  policies  pursued 
by  the  United  States  in  its  relations  with 
foreign  powei’S  or  in  the  nationwide  ad¬ 
ministration  of  Federal  laws.  Having 
held  the  corresponding  office  as  Gover¬ 
nor  of  Alaska,  I  know  what  the  limita¬ 
tions  of  that  equivalent  office  are.  So 
Governor  Quinn  is  not  exempt  from  the 
operation  of  the  Hatch  Act. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  these,  Mr. 
President.  Mr.  Quinn  formally  an¬ 
nounced  his  candidacy  for  the  elected 
governorship  of  the  new  State  of  Hawaii 
early  in  February — more  than  a  month 
before  statehood  was  achieved.  On 


April  5,  he  made  his  formal  annor 
ment  of  his  candidacy,  which  was  head¬ 
lined  in  the  Honolulu  Advertiser  of/that 
date,  “Quinn  Will  Run  For  Governor.’ 
He  issued  a  statement  at  that/xime  in 
which  he  said : 

I  have  decided  to  reaffirm,  m/  earlier  an¬ 
nouncement  that  I  will  be  aVcandidate  for 
Governor  in  the  forthcoming/ State  election. 

Since  his  formal  announcement  1 
month  ago,  I  have  been  informed  by  re¬ 
liable  sources  that  Mr.  Quinn  is  spend¬ 
ing  virtually  his  entire  time  campaign¬ 
ing  intensively  throughout  Hawaii’s 
seven  islands,  /t  taxpayers’  expense, 
and  is  using  tj/(e  prestige  and  mechan¬ 
ism  of  his  n/esent  appointive  office  to 
advance  his/candidacy. 

Contrast  the  campaigning  of  Mr. 
Quinn  with  the  activities  of  Delegate 
Burns  since  the  statehood  act  was  passed 
by  Congress.  Delegate  Burns  has  re¬ 
mained  right  here  in  Congress,  effec- 
tix/ly  doing  the  job  the  people  of  Hawaii 
;cted  him  to  do. 

I  believe  I  can  speak  with  some  au¬ 
thority  on  this  point,  because  we  had  a 
situation  of  a  somewhat  similar  nature 
in  Alaska  last  year,  but  with  a  different 
outcome.  My  opponent  in  the  U.S.  Sen¬ 
ate  contest,  foimer  Governor  Michael 
Stepovich,  was  also  an  appointive  officer, 
appointed  by  the  same  Pi-esident  on  the 
recommendation  of  the  same  Secretary 
of  the  Interior.  But  at  no  time  while  he 
held  the  appointive  governorship  of 
Alaska  was  he  an  announced  candidate 
for  any  political  office,  although,  in  the 
course  of  his  duties,  he  certainly  cam¬ 
paigned  fndirectly  for  whatever  impor¬ 
tant  office  under  statehood  he  would  de¬ 
cide  to  seek. 

But  when  Mr.  Stepovich  announced, 
on  July  25,  1958,  that  he  would  nxn  for 
the  United  States  Senate  seat  against 
me,  he  resigned  his  appointive  job.  His 
resignation  was  promptly  accepted  by 
President  Eisenhower.  Governor  Stepo¬ 
vich  resigned  because  he  realized  that, 
as  an  announced  candidate  for  an  elec¬ 
tive  office,  he  could  no  longer  effec¬ 
tively — or  legally — serve  the  people  of 
Alaska  in  his  appointive  post.  So  he  did 
the  proper  thing  and  resigned. 

Tn  fairness  both  to  the  people  of 
Hawaii  and  to  the  administration  he 
represents,  I  believe  Governor  Quinn 
should  take  the  same  step  immediately. 
Every  >^ay  that  he  continues  to  cam¬ 
paign  onJ  behalf  of  his  own  candidacy 
while  holomg  his  appointive  post  as 
governor  appears  to  be  a  further  viola¬ 
tion  of  Federal  law. 

Unfortunately,  this  is  by  no  means 
the  first  time  tnat  Mr.  Quinn  has  vio¬ 
lated  if  not  the  lecter,  at  least  the  spirit 
of  the  Hatch  Act.  Nouring  the  election 
for  United  States  Delegate  in  Hawaii 
last  fall.  Governor  Quinn,  time  and  time 
again,  took  the  stump  No  make  thor¬ 
oughly  intemperate  political  attacks 
against  the  present  delegate  from  Ha¬ 
waii,  John  Burns.  He  accused  Delegate 
Burns,  among  other  things,  off  selling 
out  the  people  of  Hawaii  by  separating 
the  Alaskan  and  Hawaiian  statehood 
bills  so  that  they  could  be  passedNsep- 
arately.  Delegate  Burns  was  violently 
attacked  by  Mr.  Quinn  for  doing  tr 
very  thing  he  deserved  the  highest 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  reported  Barfdtt  nomination.  Rep.  Langen  discussed 

his  proposed  bill  for  incremental  price  ^Supports  for  small  grain  crops.  Sen. 
Kennedy  and  others  introduced  and  Sen. /Kennedy \liscussed  bill  to  transfer  to  HEW 
responsibility  for  distribution  of  sc/plus  foodfcn  needy. 


SENATE 

1.  WHEAT,  Agriculture  and  Fo/estry  Committee  Print  No.  dated  May  7,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  1960  and  19bl  wheat  crops,  would:  (1)  Provide  price  support  at 
85  percent  of  parity;  /2)  limit  price  support  to  any  person  in  any  year  to 
$35,000;  (3)  reduce  f'arm  acreage  allotments  20  percent;  (4)  impose  penalties 
on  the  actual  yield/of  the  excess  acres  (or  double  the  normal  yield,  if  the 
actual  yield  is  not  shown) ;  (5)  increase  the  marketing  penally  to  the  basic 
support  rate  (85/percent  of  parity);  (6)  reduce  the  15  acre  exemption  to  12 
and  restrict  it/to  farms  which  planted  wheat  in  1957,  1958  or  19,59;  (7)  make 
the  200  bushe/  exemption  inapplicable;  and  (8)  remove  the  30- acre\l imitation 
on  the  feed jwheat  exemption. 

In  addition  the  bill  would  permanently  repeal  authority  to  support  prices 
to  noncoo^erators  for  wheat,  cotton,  rice,  peanuts,  or  tobacco.  Pricey  support 
for  196/  and  1961  crop  wheat  would  not  be  made  available  outside  the  cdtranercial 
area  arid  would  not  be  made  available  if  acreage  allotments  were  not  in  effect. 
For  these  two  years  the  right  to  withdraw  wheat  stored  from  a  previous  crop  to 
avoia  penalty  whenever  actual  production  falls  below  the  normal  production 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  would  be  restricted  to  farms  complying  with  their 
lotment s. 


2.  NOMINATIONS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  the  nominate 

of  Frank  Barrett  to  be  General  Counsel  of  this  Department  and  a  member  the 
CCC  Board  of  Directors;  and  the  nominations  of  Glen  R.  Harris  and  J.  Pittman 
Stone  to\be  members  of  the  FCA  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board,  p,  6827 

3,  RECLAMATION.  Continued  debate  on  S.  44,  to  authorize  Interior  to  construct  the 

San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  Calif,  pp.  6882-6908 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Russell  to  provide  that  none  of  the  newly 
irrigated  land  shall  be  used  for  the  production  of  any  basic  agricultural  com¬ 
modity,  as  defined  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  if  the  total  supply  of  the 
commodity  for  the  marketing  year  in  which  the  bulk  of  the  crop  would  normally 
be  marketed  is  in  excess  of  the  normal  supply,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  authorizes  an  increase  in  production  of  the  commodity  in  the  interest 
of  national  security.  pc,  6882 

Several  Senators  discussed  the  cost  of  the, project,  and  Sen.  Williams,  Del., 
quoted  from  a  letter  he  had  received  from  this  Department  stating:  "On  the 
basis  of  this  acreage  indicated,  the  Federal  and  non-Federal  investment  cost 

• i.J  _  _  i  >  «  •  j.  _  _  .  . 


of  irrigation  would  be  about  $1,576  per  acre.' 


6884 


4.  FATS  AND  OILS.  The  Finance  Cofanittee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  147,  to 

suspend  temporarily  the  tax  on\the  processing  df  palm  oil,  palm  kernel  oil, 

and  fatty  acids,  salts,  and  combinations,  or  .mixtures  thereof  (S,  Rept.  241), 
p.  6827  '  ' 

5.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Gore  inserted  a  newspaper  ^editorial,  "More  Forest  Development 

Funds  Will  Spark  Montana  Growth,"  commen'aing  the  report  of  the  Secretary, 
"Program  for  National  Forests."  p.  68^6 

6.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted/^n  a^icle,  "The  Fits  and  Starts  of 

Foreign  Aid,"  discussing  the  foreign  aid  program,,  pp.  6842-4 

7.  WAiERSHEDS o  Received  from  the  Bj/ciget  Bureau  k  report  on  plans  for  works  of 

improvement  on  the  following  watersheds:  LittSLe  Paint  Creek,  Ala.,  Bldg.  Park, 
Iowa,  Jennings  Creek,  Tenn. , /hnd  American  Fork-Wy  Creek,  Utah;  to  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  Committee.  p./6821 

Received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  a  report  on  pl^ns  for  improvements  on  the 
following  watersheds:  Fr/e  Creek-Stockton  Wash. ,  Arlz.,  Brule  Creek,  S.  Dak., 
and  Sulphur  Creek  (supplement) ,  Tex.;  to  Public  Work\  Committee,  p.  6822 

8.  DAIRY  PRODUCTS;  CCC.  /Received  from  GAO  a  report  on  the\:eview  of  additional 

costs  incurred  by  CCC  in  using  tin  cans  for  packaging  nonfat  dry  milk  and 
processed  cheese  fbr  donation  abroad,  p,  6821  X 

9.  FUDOD  CONTROL.  Iteceived  from  the  Budget  Bureau  a  proposed  bi\l  to  provide  uni- 

orm  cost- sharing  standards  for  non-Federal  entities  cooperating  with  the 
ederai  Government  in  flood  control  or  flood  prevention  project^;  to  the 
Puolic  Works  Committee,  p.  6822 

10.  WATER  RIGHTS.  Received  a  Tex.  Legislature  resolution  favoring  enackent  of 

legislation  to  preserve  the  water  rights  of  the  individual  and  the  States  to 
prevent  Federal  usurpation  of  those  rights."  p.  6822 

PUBLIC  LANDS;  MINERALS.  Received  an  Alaska  Legislature  resolution  favoring 
enactment  of  legislation  to  protect  the  rights  of  Alaska  homesteaders  to\he 
minerals  on  homestead  lands,  p.  6823 
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certiorari  denied,  344  U.S.  817  (1952)  in 
whicrha  group  of  produce  dealers  owning  a 
natural  monopoly  in  a  produce  building 
were  barred  from  exploiting  that  natural 
monopoly/)  keep  out  out-of-State  competi¬ 
tors;  by  United,  States  v.  Pullman  Co.,  50  P. 
Supp.  123  (B^D.  Pa.  1943),  affirmed  by  an 
equally  divided  court,  330  U.S.  806  (1947), 
in  which  Pullman  Co.,  which  enjoyed  a 
natural  monopolyun  the  furnishing  of  sleep¬ 
ing  cars  to  railroacte  was  compelled  to  divest 
itself  of  its  ownership  in  the  sleeping  car 
manufacturing  concern  in  order  to  allow 
other  manufacturers  to  compete  on  even 
terms  for  the  business,  mad  by  United  States 
v.  Aluminum  Co.  of  America,  148  P.  2d  416, 
439  (2d  Cir.  1945) ,  in  which  sudge  Hand  said: 

“It  is,  of  course,  true  that\  patentee  may 
not  use  his  patent  as  a  sanction  for  extend¬ 
ing  his  monopoly  beyond  its  terms.” 

See  also  United  States  v. Masonite  Co.,  316 
U.S.  265,  277  (1942),  and  Morton  Sidt  Co.  v. 
G.  S.  Suppiger  Co.,  314  U.S.  488,\91-492 
(1942)!  \ 

One  of  the  common  methods  of  using  a 
patent  or  other  lawful  monopoly  as  a  satac- 
tion  to  extend  a  monopoly  beyond  its  terrne, 
of  course,  is  the  tying  arrangement.  Tyingiy 
arrangements  have  been  condemned  under 
the  Sherman  Act  on  many  occasions.  See, 
e.g.,  International  Salt  Co.  v.  United  States, 
332  U.S.  392  (1947) .  The  Supreme  Court  has 
recently  set  forth  the  strong  public  interest 
embedded  in  the  act  which  prohibits  such 
arrangements.  Northern  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  356  U.S.  1  (1958),  involved  an 
attempt  by  the  railway  company  to  use  its 
monopoly  resources — in  that  case,  lands — to 
extend  the  monopoly  beyond  its  terms,  by 
compelling  lessees  of  the  lands  to  ship  on 
Northern  Pacific.  The  Court,  in  holding  the 
device  illegal,  spelled  out  the  basis  for  Con¬ 
gress  fundamental  concern  with  practices  of 
that  sort: 

“The  Sherman  Act  was  designed  to  be  a 
comprehensive  charter  of  economic  liberty 
aimed  at  preserving  free  and  unfettered  com¬ 
petition  as  the  rule  of  trade.  It  rests  on  the 
premise  that  the  unrestrained  interaction  of 
competitive  forces  will  yield  the  best  allo¬ 
cation  of  our  economic  resources,  the  lowest 
prices,  the  highest  quality  and  the  greatest 
material  progress,  while  at  the  same  time 
providing  an  environment  conducive  to  the 
preservation  of  our  democratic  political  and 
social  institutions.  But  even  were  that 
premise  open  to  question,  the  policy  un¬ 
equivocally  laid  down  by  the  Act  is  compe¬ 
tition.”  356  U.S.  at  4. 

Section  7  of  the  Clayton  Act,  38  Stat.  731, 
as  amended,  15  U.S.C.,  sec.  18,  is  perhaps  an 
even  clearer  and  closer  analogy.  It,  too,  exy 
presses  the  congressional  concern  with  the 
preservation  of  competition.  Section  7  ad¬ 
vents  the  acquisition  by  any  company  oythe 
stock  or  assets  of  another  which  "may A  *  * 
substantially  *  *  *  lessen  competition,  or 
tend  to  create  a  monopoly.”  It  is  ^designed, 
as  is  S.  304,  to  block  undesirable  Expansions 
of  economic  power  when  they  occur,  before 
competition  is  wholly  destroyed  or  a  mo¬ 
nopoly  established;  “it  is  the/purpose  of  the 
Clayton  Act  to  nip  monopoly  in  the  bud.” 
Transamerica  Corp.  v.  Baird  of  Governors, 
206  P.  2d  163,  169  (3rd  Cfr.  1951),  cert,  den., 
346  U.S.  901  (1953).  /applies,  not  only  to 
horizontal  acquisition^  but  also  to  vertical 
and  conglomerate  mergers,  United  States  v. 
DuPont  de  Nemouve  &  Co.,  353  U.S.  586,  590- 
593  (1957),  to  prevent  the  expansion  of  eco¬ 
nomic  power  out  into  other  industries  under 
circumstances/which  would  “lessen  compe¬ 
tition  or  tenor  to  create  a  monopoly.” 

(c)  It  is/Che  very  policy  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  CEU®  and  of  section  7  of  the  Clayton 
Act,  to  preserve  competition  by  limiting  the 
spread/x>f  monopoly  economic  power  where 
the  aifread  would  injure  competition,  that  S. 
304/implements.  Like  the  Sherman  and 
Clayton  Acts,  its  purpose  is  to  block  the  en¬ 
largement  of  a  lawful  monopoly  "beyond  its 


terms.”  To  this  end,  S.  304  would  strip  D.C. 
Transit  of  the  advantages  which  accrue  to 
the  company  by  virtue  of  its  monopoly  status 
when  it  goes  beyond  its  lawfully  prescribed 
monopoly  field.  It  represents  an  attempt  to 
bring  about  conditions  of  fair  and  even  com¬ 
petition.  It  declares  that  all  the  runners  in 
the  competitive  race  start  on  an  even  footing. 
In  this,  it  represents  merely  another  legiti¬ 
mate  exercise  of  Congress’  power  to  pre¬ 
serve  competition  and  limit  lawful  monopo¬ 
lies  to  their  terms  and  is  part  of  the  great 
statutory  tradition. 

Congress  did  not — and  could  not — abdi¬ 
cate  its  sovereign  power  to  regulate  to  pre¬ 
serve  the  integrity  of  competition.  When 
such  a  vital  public  interest  is  at  stake,  no 
one,  regardless  of  the  nature  of  his  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  Government,  has  a  contrac¬ 
tual  immunity  from  needful  and  legitimate 
regulation.  The  police  power  to  preserve 
competition  is  inalienable.  Congress  could 
not  have  tied  its  hands,  even  if  it  had  clearly 
expressed  its  intention  to  do  so. 

The  principle  is  as  old  as  the  Dartmouth 
College  case,  4  Wheat,  518,  629  (1819).  It 
found  classic  expression  in  Stone  v.  Missis¬ 
sippi,  11  U.S.  814,  819  (1880),  in  which  the 
Court  said: 

v  “No  legislature  can  bargain  away  the  pub¬ 
lic  health  or  the  public  morals.  . 

\  *  *  *  *  *  / 

“  V  *  The  power  of  governing  is  a  trVst 
commuted  by  the  people  to  the  Government, 
no  par^of  which  can  be  granted  away/  The 
people,  ik  their  sovereign  capacity,  /ve  es¬ 
tablished  \heir  agencies  for  the  preservation 
of  the  public  health  and  the  puhRc  morals, 
and  the  protection  of  public  sk id  private 
rights.  TheseNseveral  agencies'  can  govern 
according  to  tlNr  discretioiy'  If  within  the 
scope  of  their  general  autjdority,  while  in 
power;  but  they  cannot  mve  away  nor  sell 
the  discretion  of  thoae  that  are  to  come  after 
them,  in  respect  to  mh/ters  the  government 
of  which,  from  the  ve/  nature  of  things, 
must  ‘vary  with  /trying  circumstances.’ 
They  may  create/' corporations,  and  give 
them,  so  to  speak/a  limited 'citizenship;  but 
as  citizens,  limited  in  thei\  privileges,  or 
otherwise,  theae  creatures  of  tni  government 
creation  are  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  as  /nay  from  time  to  time  be  or¬ 
dained  aa&  established  for  the  preservation 
of  healt and  morality.”  \ 

And/he  rule  was  fully  stated  in  Northern 
Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Minnesota  ex  rel.  Dulutn\208 
U.S/583,  596  (1908)  :  \ 

TP here  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  attW 
hade  of  this  court  upon  this  question,  as  iiN 
mas  been  uniformly  held  that  the  right  to 
exercise  the  police  power  is  a  continuing 
one;  that  it  cannot  be  contracted  away,  and 
that  a  requirement  that  a  company  or  indi¬ 
vidual  comply  with  reasonable  police  regula¬ 
tions  without  compensation  is  the  legitimate 
exercise  of  the  power,  and  not  in  violation 
of  the  constitutional  inhibition  against  the 
impairment  of  the  obligation  of  contracts. 
In  New  York  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Bristol,  151 
U.S.  556,  567,  the  doctrine  was  thus  laid 
down  by  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  speaking  for 
the  court : 

“  ‘It  is  likewise  thoroughly  established  in 
this  court  that  the  inhibitions  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution  of  the  United  States  upon  the  im¬ 
pairment  of  the  obligation  of  contracts,  or 
the  deprivation  of  property  without  due 
process,  or  of  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws,  by  the  States,  are  not  violated  by  the 
legitimate  exercise  of  legislative  power  in 
securing  the  public  safety,  health,  and  mor¬ 
als.  The  governmental  power  of  self -protec¬ 
tion  cannot  be  contracted  away,  nor  can  the 
exercise  of  rights  granted,  nor  the  use  of 
property,  be  withdrawn  from  the  implied 
liability  to  governmental  regulations  in  par¬ 
ticulars  essential  to  the  preservation  of  the 
community  from  injury.’  ” 

See  also  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v. 
Goldsboro,  232  U.S.  548,  558  (1914). 


Numerous  cases  apply  the  rule  in  a  variety’ 
of  circumstances  that  the  police  power  cah- 
not  be  contracted  away.  Regulation/  of 
franchised  activities  sustained  over  /con¬ 
tract  clause  challenge  include  regulations 
(a)  requiring  railroads  to  change  grade 
crossings  at  their  own  expense,  Northern  Pac. 
R.  Co.  v.  Minnesota  ex  rel.  Dulxith,  208  U.S. 
583  (1908)  ,  (b)  prohibiting  th/use  of  steam 
locomotives  on  a  metropolitan  street  by  a 
railroad  company  which  had  a  franchise  to 
“run  cars”  over  that  street /Southern  Pac.  Co. 
v.  City  of  Portland,  1' 17  Fed.  958  (D.  Or. 
1910);  or  requiring  ttyfi  removal  of  tracks 
already  franchised;  (d)  prohibiting  a  com¬ 
pany  from  having  more  than  one  track  in  a 
city  street  althouglVlt  already  had  a  franchise 
to  establish  double  tracks.  Mayor  of  Balti¬ 
more  v.  Baltim/re  Trust  &  Guarantee  Co., 
166  U.S.  673  (/597);  and  (d)  requiring  a  gas 
company  to/ift  its  pipes  from  a  franchised 
location  at  jrcs  own  expense.  New  Orleans  Gas- 
Light  Co./v.  Drainage  Commission,  197  U.S. 
453  (1906). 

In  tact,  on  occasion,  where  the  public 
interest  compels  it,  the  Court  has  even  up- 
help  the  flat  and  unconditional  repeal  of 
franchise  authority.  Stone  v.  Mississippi,  11 
JJ.S.  814  (1880),  or  the  outright  cancellation 
'of  exclusive  monopoly  privileges,  Butcher’s 
Union  Co.  v.  Crescent  City  Co.,  Ill  U.S.  746 
( 1884) .  However,  the  bill  does  not  go  so  far. 
Section  6  is  not  repealed.  The  company’s 
transit  monopoly  is  unaffected.  S.  304  merely 
regulates  activities  under  the  act.  Clearly 
such  police  power  regulation,  falling  short 
of  outright  repeal,  is  valid.  An  exercise  of 
a  State’s  police  power  limiting  the  right  of 
a  franchise  owner  will  in  any  event  be  sus¬ 
tained  if  the  State  action  is  “regulative  of  the 
use,  but  not  destructive  of  the  franchise.” 
Grand  Trunk  W.  R.  Co.  v.  South  Bend,  227 
U.S.  544,  553  (1913). 

(d)  This  inherent  and  inalienable  power 
to  regulate  in  order  to  preserve  competition 
is  a  continuing  one.  The  mere  fact  that  D.C. 
Transit’s  section  6  operations  were  subjected 
to  applicable  regulatory  statutes  in  effect  in 
1956  does  not  defeat  subsequent  regulation. 
The  power  “is  not  exhausted  by  being  once 
exercised,  and,  so  long  as  the  object  is  plainly 
one  of  regulation,  the  power  may  be  exer¬ 
cised  as  often  as  and  whenever  the  common 
council  may  think  proper.  The  use  of  the 
street  [by  the  franchised  mass  transit  mo¬ 
nopoly]  may  be  subjected  to  one  condition 
today  and  to  another  and  additional  one 
tomorrow,  provided  the  power  is  exercised 
in  good  faith,  and  the  condition  imposed  is 
appropriate  as  a  reasonable  regulation,  and 
te  not  imposed  arbitrarily  or  capriciously.” 
Mayor  of  Baltimore  v.  Baltimore  Trust  & 
Guarantee  Co.,  166  U.S.  673,  684-685  (1897). 

(Nit  follows  that  S.  304  is  valid.  It  is  an 
exercise  of  Congress’  police  power  over  com¬ 
merce,  311st  as  State  statutes  insuring  the 
maintenance  of  competition  are  acts  of  the 
State  polide  power.  Grenada  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Mississippi, / 17  U.S.  433  (1910);  Smiley  v. 
Kansas  196  ITS.  447,  457  (1905).  Such  police 
power  acts,  designed  to  maintain  competi¬ 
tion,  cannot  be  challenged  as  abrogating  con¬ 
tract  rights  because  no  legislature,  no  mat¬ 
ter  how  clearly  it  /pressed  its  desire  to  do 
so,  could  bind  the  hands  of  future  Congresses 
not  to  pass  subsequent  legislation  to  pre¬ 
serve  competition.  The  precise  issue  was 
raised  in  Hammond  Packing  Co.  v.  Arkansas, 
212  U.S.  322,  345  (1908).  The  Court  said,  in 
respect  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  local 
antitrust  statute,  likewise  d/gned  to  pro¬ 
tect  competition :  \ 

“The  contention  that  to  appljNthe  law  to 
domestic  corporations  would,  as  to\such  cor¬ 
porations,  cause  it  to  be  repugnant  to  the 
contract  clause  of  the  Constitution,  ik  with¬ 
out  merit.  The  chartered  right  to  do  /par¬ 
ticular  business  did  not  operate  to  deprive 
the  State  of  its  lawful  police  authority,  a^d 
therefore  the  franchise  to  do  the  business 
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•Was  inherently  qualified  by  the  duty  to  exe¬ 
cute  the  charter  powers  conformable  to  such 
reasonable  police  regulations  as  might  there¬ 
after  be  adopted  in  the  interest  of  the  public 
welfare.” 

In  srhort,  D.C.  Transit  has  no  contract  right 
to  be  ipimune  from  legislation  designed  to 
preserve.,  competition  or  to  limit  monopoly. 
Competition  is  a  vital  public  concern.  S. 
304  is  deigned  to  insure  it,  by  taking  away 
advantaged, that  D.C.  Transit  has  in  the  race 
with  its  cokipetitors.  The  power  to  enact 
such  a  fair  competition  statute  could  never 
be  restricted  \y  a  contract  of  any  sort  with 
the  company. 

The  legislation  is  therefore  constitutional. 

Mr.  MORSEA  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  yield  for  a  com' 
ment? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEX-'  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  As  \the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  knows,  theVbill  is  before  my 
subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia.  iNthink  the  Sena¬ 
tor  received  a  note  from\me  in  which  I 
gave  assurance  that  as  soon  as  we  can 
arrange  our  hearing  calendar  there  will 
be  a  hearing  on  the  Senators  bill. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  than\  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President**  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER*  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  tA  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  Xsk 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  fWr 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded, 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With-’ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY 
PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  44)  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San 
Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project, 
California,  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  the  State  of  California  with  respect 
to  the  construction  and  operation  of 
such  unit,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  It  is  proposed  to 
insert  in  the  proper  place: 

.  Sec.  1(a).  No  water  provided  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  San  Luis  unit  shall  be  delivered  in  the 
Federal  San  Luis  service  area  to  any  water 
user  for  the  production  on  newly  irrigated 
lands  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity, 
as  defined  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
or  any  amendment  thereof,  if  the  total  sup¬ 
ply  of  such  commodity  for  the  marketing 
year  in  which  the  bulk  of  the  crop  would 
normally  be  marketed  is  in  excess  of  the 
normal  supply  as  defined  in  section 
301(b)  (10)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  unless  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  calls  for  an  increase  in 
production  of  such  commodity  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  national  security. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  speaks  for  itself.  The  bill 
proposes  to  open  up  some  of  the  most 
fertile  areas  in  the  world  for  cultiva¬ 
tion.  The  amendment  merely  provides 


that  none  of  these  lands,  while  we  have 
the  present  glut  of  basic  commodities, 
under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  be  planted  to 
such  commodities.  This  provision  is  vir¬ 
tually  the  same  as  that  which  was  at¬ 
tached  to  the  upper  Colorado  Basin 
Project  Act  which  passed  the  Senate 
some  time  ago.  I  believe  there  cannot 
possibly  be  any  objection  to  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  understand  the  land  probably 
will  not  be  planted  to  such  crops,  but 
will  be  used  for  the  production  of  fruits, 
vegetables,  and  items  of  that  character. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  rec¬ 
ognizes  that  the  agriculture  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  a  very  specialized  agriculture  in 
many  respects.  Agriculture  in  Califor¬ 
nia  is  a  wholly  different  system  of  agri¬ 
culture  from  that  of  most  other  parts  of 
the  country,  with' regard  to  citrus  fruits, 
and  so  forth. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  products  may 
bear  the  same  names,  but  a  great  deal 
more  of  them  are  produced  in  a  different 
fashion.  Californians  are  very  fortu¬ 
nate  when  it  comes  to  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  commend  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  for  looking  after 
the  interests  of  agriculture  in  this 
country.  I  assure  the  Senator  that 
once  this  area  is  brought  into  cultivation 
there  will  not  be  any  difficulty.'  I  hope 
the  Senators  from  California  will  look 
with  favor  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
‘from  New  Mexico. 

ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  This  provision,  or  one 
similar  to  it,  was  included  in  the  upper 
Colorado  Basin  Project  Act  at  my  sug¬ 
gestion  when  I  was  chairman  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs.  Furthermore,  we  in¬ 
serted  a  similar  provision  in  bills  for 
several  other  projects.  I  cannot  re¬ 
member  all  of  them,  but  I  think  the 
legislation  concerning  the  Washoe  proj¬ 
ect  in  Nevada,  and  laws  relating  to  other 
projects,  contain  provisions  similar  to 
this. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to 
make  it  plain  that,  by  the  water  develop¬ 
ment  projects,  we  do  not  intend  to  bring 
into  production  lands  which  will  pro¬ 
duce  crops  to  be  supported  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury.  It  simply  does  not  make 
sense  for  us  to  add  to  our  $9  billion  sur¬ 
plus  of  crops.  We  had  no  intention  of 
doing  that. 

I  think  the  amendment  is  an  excel¬ 
lent  amendment  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  senior  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  my  friend 
from  Georgia. 

Do  I  correctly  understand  that  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  amendment  is  to  establish  a 
ceiling  on  all  basic  crops,  on  the  basis  of 
what  has  been  raised  in  the  area?  That 


is  to  say,  if  wheat  has  been  raised  in  the 
area,  the  right  to  raise  wheat  would  not 
be  changed? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  amendment  is 
certainly  not  intended  to  affect  any  al¬ 
lotment  which  might  be  made  to  the  dry 
lands  to  be  reached  by  the  project.  I 
rather  doubt  there  would  be  a  great  deal 
of  wheat  planted  on  lands  which  would 
be  irrigated,  but  I  am  not  so  familiar 
with  the  topography  or  climatic  condi¬ 
tions  as  is  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  In  the  hearings  before 
the  committee  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  one  of  the  witnesses  who  testi¬ 
fied  stated  that  some  cantaloups,  some 
cotton,  some  wheat,  some  barley,  and 
some  alfalfa  were  now  under  production. 
On  page  93  of  the  House  hearings  it  is 
stated : 

But  if  we  get  a  different  type  of  water  we 
will  go  into  specialty  crops  that  are  not  now 
in  oversupply. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.*  That  is  certainly  a 
fair  statement,  and  certainly  a  bid  for 
support  from  those  with  numerous  con¬ 
stituents  who  are  growing  these  crops 
under  the  present  acreage  allotments, 
many  of  which  are  very  small. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  [Mr.  Russell]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  “5-5-59 — A,”  and  ask 
that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  3, 
lines  2  and  3,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out 
“except  so  far  as  the  provisions  thereof 
are  inconsistent  with  this  Act.” 

On  page  10,  beginning  on  line  22,  in 
the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the 
committee  amendment,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  all  through  line  3  on  page  11. 

On  page  11,  line  4,  in  lieu  of  “(b)” 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  “Sec.  6.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  this 
subject  was  debated  quite  thoroughly 
during  our  session  on  Tuesday.  The 
Congressional  Record  for  that  day  con¬ 
tains  a  discussion  of  the  main  points 
which  are  at  issue. 

I  think  the  general  nature  of  the 
project  should  first  be  understood.  The 
Federal  Government  has  already  ex¬ 
pended,  through  the  year  1958,  approxi¬ 
mately  $630  million  on  the  Central  Val¬ 
ley  project.  There  has  been  authorized 
for  that  project  over  $200  million  more; 
and  I  assume  that  in  due  course  of  time 
that  money  will  also  be  appropriated  and 
spent. 

The  cost  of  the  existing  Central  Valley 
project  to  the  Federal  Government  and 
to  the  taxpayers  of  the  Nation  will  soon 
therefore  be  approximately  $860  mil¬ 
lion. 

In  addition,  this  bill  makes’  a  new  au¬ 
thorization,  on  page  11,  section  7,  of 
$290  million  more.  As  I  pointed  out  on 
Tuesday  afternoon,  there  is  also  an  au¬ 
thorization  in  the  second  sentence  of 
section  7  for  a  further  $190  million  on 
top  of  that,  for  construction  of  distribu- 
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tion  systems  and  drains.  In  all  prob¬ 
ability,  therefore,  the  Central  Valley 
project,  with  the  San  Luis  unit  included, 
will  cost  the  taxpayers  of  the  Nation  at 
least  $1,300  million  and  probably  more. 

As  I  have  said,  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  narrow  interests  of  the  Middle 
West  there  are  strong  reasons  to  oppose 
the  project,  for  such  an  expenditure  will 
tend  to  produce  crops  which  will  enter 
into  competition  with  the  crops  of  the 
Middle  West,  notwithstanding  the 
amendment  which  has  just  been  adopt¬ 
ed. 

Nevertheless,  the  -land  is  extremely 
fertile.  I  believe  it  is  primarily  volcanic 
ash.  Bringing  an  average  of  approxi¬ 
mately  28  inches  of  water  to  this  land 
will  cause  it  to  become  extremely  pro¬ 
ductive  and  very  valuable.  The  coming 
of  water,  therefore,  will  confer  great 
wealth  upon  the  owners  of  the  land. 

In  this  connection,  I  remind  Senators 
that  through  integrated  financing  with 
the  rest  of  the  Central  Valley  project  a 
large  part  of  the  cost  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  is  being  charged  off  to  power,  and 
that  the  portion  which  is  charged  to 
reclamation  is  interest  free,  only  the 
principal  being  repaid.  Over  the  course 
of  the  years,  the  loss  to  the  Nation  in 
interest  will  be  approximately  equal  to 
the  amount  of  the  principal.  So  the 
taxpayers  of  the  Nation  are  being  asked 
to  assume  a  burden  of  many  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  in  order  to  bring 
this  land  into  cultivation.  In  the  proc¬ 
ess,  they  will  greatly  enrich  those  who 
hold  the  land. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  has  always 
taken  the  position  that  where  irrigation 
and  reclamation  projects  are  uneconomi¬ 
cal,  as  they  clearly  are  in  the  upper 
reaches  of  the  Colorado,  where,  because 
of  altitude,  the  growing  season  is  short, 
the  cost  per  acre  high,  and  the  crops  of 
low  value,  such  projects  should  not  be 
undertaken.  Nevertheless,  I  think  it  is 
in  the  national  interest,  so  far  as  the 
longrun  future  is  concerned,  that  this 
vast  Central  Valley,  which  lies  between 
the  coast  range  and  the  Sierras,  should 
be  brought  under  cultivation,  provided 
arrangements  can  be  made,  so  far  as  land 
ownership  is  concerned,  which  will  insure 
that  the  land  will  be  cultivated  in  rela¬ 
tively  small  farms,  and  not  locked  up  in 
huge  haciendas  on  the  Mexican  or  Span¬ 
ish  models. 

As  we  all  know,  California  inherited 
the  Mexican  and  Spanish  land  laws,  and 
large  amounts  of  land  were  locked  up  in 
huge  estates.  While  there  has  been  some 
diminution  in  the  size  of  these  estates 
with  the  passage  of  time,  I  suppose  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  the  one  State  in  the  Union 
which,  above  all  others,  has  the  most 
concentrated  land  ownership. 

In  addition,  by  various  devices — not  all 
of  them  reputable — some  large  landown¬ 
ers  in  the  Central  Valley  have  acquired 
vast  amounts  of  land,  which  they  hold. 
We  discussed  one  of  these  holdings  on 
Tuesday;  namely,  the  holdings  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  Land  Co.,  a  wholly 
owned  subsidiary  of  the  Southern  Pa¬ 
cific  Railway.  This  company  was  given 
vast  amounts  of  land  as  a  bonus  for 
constructing  a  railway,  which  it  never 


constructed.  The  railway  was  never 
built,  but  the  Southern  Pacific  Railway 
got  at  least  120,000  acres  of  land  in  the 
San  Luis  unit  service  area,  and,  indeed, 
more  as  we  shall  later  show. 

So  we  begin  with  a  huge  land  accumu¬ 
lation,  acquired  in  the  days  when  the 
Congress  was  extremely  corrupt,  when 
the  railways  of  the  Nation  bought  and 
sold  Senators  and  Representatives  at  so 
much  a  head.  Now  the  Southern  Pacific 
has  this  land,  which  I  have  indicated  on 
the  map  in  red.  It  is  resisting  attempts 
to  apply  the  160 -acre  limitation  law  to  it. 

There  are  other  large  landholdings  in 
this  area.  I  shall  refer  to  them  in  due 
time.  One  large  land  company  is  the 
so-called  Boston  Ranch  Co.,  which  has 
the  land  designated  in  yellow  on  the  sec¬ 
ond  map.  There  are  other  large  hold¬ 
ings,  running  into  the  tens  of  thousands 
of  acres. 

The  fundamental  issue  this  after¬ 
noon — at  least  on  the  part  of  the  two 
Senators  from  Oregon  and  myself — is 
very  simple.  Shall  the  water  which  will 
be  impounded  and  distributed  because  of 
this  huge  Federal  investment  be  used  to 
maintain  and  reinforce  this  concentra¬ 
tion  of  land  ownership?  Or  shall  the 
principles  of  the  Reclamation  Act  to  fos¬ 
ter  family  farms  be  applied,  namely,  to 
provide  that  Federal  water,  or  water 
made  possible  by  Federal  works,  shall  not 
be  placed  upon  land  in  excess  of  160  acres 
for  each  individual  owner? 

I  wish  to  point  out  the  extreme  mild¬ 
ness  of  the  so-called  160-acre  limitation. 
It  was  modeled  upon  the  Homestead  Acts, 
which,  in  turn,  were  based  upon  the  sys¬ 
tem  of  cultivation  then  applying  in  the 
Middle  West  to  corn  farms,  wheat 
farms,  and  dairy  farms.  It  was  based 
upon  an  estimate  as  to  the  amount  of 
land  which  could  be  cultivated  by  a 
farm  family  and,  for  example,  three 
horses. 

The  land  in  question,  here  when  water 
is  put  upon  it,  will  be  extremely  fertile 
land.  With  the  amendment  which  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell] 
was  able  to  get  through,  in  all  probabil¬ 
ity  it  will  be  used  for  fruit  ranches  and 
for  producing  lettuce  and  other  vege¬ 
tables.  Those  are  crops  which  require 
large  amounts  of  labor,  and  with  respect 
to  which  the  yield  per  acre  is  extremely 
high. 

I  note  the  presence  in  the  Chamber 
of  the  junior  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Goldwater],  who  lives  near  one  of  the 
first  big  irrigation  projects  in  the  coun¬ 
try,  made  possible  by  construction  of 
the  Roosevelt  Dam  about  1906.  He  will 
correct  me  if  I  am  mistaken.  I  believe 
a  family  can  make  a  very  good  living 
from  a  20-acre  orange  ranch. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Formerly  that 
was  possible.  Speaking  of  my  own  par¬ 
ticular  State,  the  production  of  citrus 
fruits  in  Arizona  is  not  as  profitable  as 
it  once  was,  because  of  the  competition 
from  Texas  and  California.  If  a  farm 
family  desired  to  work  hard  enough  to 
produce  field  crops  such  as  the  Senator 
has  described,  it  could  make  a  good  liv¬ 
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ing  from  160'  acres,  but  I  doubt  if  it 
could  make  a  living  from  20  acres. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Fresno  Cham¬ 
ber  of  Commerce  issued  a  publication  in 
an  effort  to  build  up  colonization  in  the 
Central  Valley.  It  made  the  statement 
that  a  family  could  be  supported  there, 
if  it  raised  orange,  on  20  to  30  acres. 
If  it  raised  apricots,  35  acres  would  be 
required;  from  30  to  40  acres  would  sup¬ 
port  a  family  if  it  raised  peaches;  from 
40  to  50  acres  if  it  raised  grapes  and 
raisins;  from  between  60  and  80  acres 
if  it  raised  figs;  and  between  80  and  120 
acres  if  it  produced  alfalfa.  This  comes 
from  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  of 
Fresno,  Calif. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  I  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that,  from  my  meager  knowledge 
of  agriculture,  those  figures  are  sub¬ 
stantially  correct.  However,  I  wished 
to  point  out  that  with  reference  to  the 
Senator’s  original  statement  about  the 
South  River  Valley  project  and  the  Theo¬ 
dore  Roosevelt  Dam  those  figures  would 
not  apply;  namely,  that  it  was  no  longer 
thought  to  be  profitable  to  engage  in 
citrus  farming  in  those  areas.  We  have 
a  number  of  small  farms  in  and  around 
the  Yuma  area,  which  are  newly  irri¬ 
gated,  and  which  are  producing  citrus 
for  frozen  citrus  purposes;  and  the  fig¬ 
ures  the  Senator  has  stated  would  prob¬ 
ably  apply  down  there.  I  am  in  complete 
agreement  with  what  the  Fresno  Cham¬ 
ber  of  Commerce  has  said  with  reference 
to  the  possibility  of  making  money  from 
the  crops  the  Senator  has  described. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Arizona.  His  testimony  supports 
in  the  main  the  point  I  have  been  trying 
to  make.  After  all,  I  do  not  claim  pre¬ 
cise  accuracy,  but  only  approximate  ac¬ 
curacy. 

The  point  is  that  on  20  or  30  or  40  or 
50  acres  in  fruits  a  family  can  make  a 
good  living.  All  we  are  proposing  to  do 
is  to  enforce  the  160-acre  limitation. 
If  there  is  only  one  person  in  a  family, 
he  will  have  that  limitation  applied  to 
him.  That  means  that  if  he  puts  the 
land  into  oranges,  he  will  have  enough 
land  for  about  five  families.  In  apri¬ 
cots,  it  is  enough  for  four  families;  in 
peaches,  it  is  enough  for  four  families; 
in  grapes  and  raisins,  it  is  enough  for 
three  to  four  families. 

What  I  am  trying  to  say  is  that  even 
if  the  160-acre  limitation  were  to  be  ap¬ 
plied  rigidly,  it  would  be  far  above  the 
acreage  needed  for  fruit  ranchers  or 
fruit  farmers. 

The  160-acre  limitation,  moreover,  is 
not  really  a  160-acre  limitation.  A  man 
can  take  out  160  acres.  His  wife  can 
take  out  160  acres.  Together,  they  will 
have  320  acres. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]  has  pointed  out  time  and 
time  again  that  the  man  can  also  have 
his  older  son  take  out  160  acres,  and  his 
second  son  can  also  take  out  160  acres; 
and,  if  he  is  blessed  with  a  third  son,  he, 
too,  can  take  out  160  acres.  So,  a  man 
with  a  wife  and  three  children  can  take 
out  800  acres  and  raise  fruit  on  the  land 
and  have  over  15  or  20  times  as  much 
land  as  is  needed  to  maintain  a  family. 

Our  attempt  to  enforce  the  160-acre 
limitation  is,  therefore,  not  an  attempt 
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to  fasten  people  into  an  ironclad,  rigid 
limitation. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  is  always  concerned 
with  the  surplus  production  of  agricul¬ 
tural  products.  In  Virginia  we  do  not 
have  any  public  lands,  and  we  do  not 
have  any  help  in  the  irrigation  of  our 
land.  If  we  irrigate  the  land,  we  pay  for 
the  irrigation  ourselves.  I  have  heard 
that  it  costs  as  much  as  $1,000  or  $2,000 
an  acre  to  irrigate  some  of  the  irrigated 
land.  What  is  the  estimate  on  what 
this  land  will  cost  per  acre  to  irrigate? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  very  hard  to  es¬ 
timate  the  cost,  because  of  the  joint  na¬ 
ture  of  the  project  with  the  State  and  be¬ 
cause  the  Federal  financing  is  integrated 
with  the  rest  of  the  Central  Valley  proj¬ 
ect.  I  would  say,  however,  that  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  existing  investment,  with  the 
$480  million  of  Federal  money  which  is 
contemplated  under  this  bill,  and  prob¬ 
ably  with  at  least  some  State  money,  the 
cost  would  be  at  least  $1,000  an  acre. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  assumed  that  to 
be  the  case,  because  I  have  heard  some 
of  my  distinguished  colleagues  say  that 
there  would  be  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  spent  on  this  project.  It  is 
bound  to  run  into  big  money. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  merely  the 
added  cost  for  the  San  Luis  unit.  We 
have  already  authorized  $862  million  on 
other  parts  of  the  project  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  will  show  are  now  serv¬ 
ing  lands  not  connected  with  this  project 
and  will  serve  in  future  both  groups  of 
land  connected  with  this  legislation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President  will  the  Senator  yeild? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  line 
with  what  the  Senator  from  Virginia  has 
said,  I  have  a  letter  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  in  which  they  wrote  to 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  giving  an 
estimate  of  what  it  would  cost  to  irrigate 
this  land.  I  quote  from  the  letter: 

On  the  basis  of  this  acreage  indicated,  the 
Federal  and  non-Federal  investment  cost  of 
irrigation  would  be  about  $1,576  per  acre. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  rough  estimate 
I  made  was  with  the  interest  not  taken 
into  account.  I  did  not  include  interest. 
However,  if  the  interest  is  included  on 
the  so-called  Federal  service  area  alone, 
there  would  be  a  capital  outlay  of  $480 
million,  and  for  interest  a  minimum  of 
$290  million,  or  a  total  of  $770  million  to 
bring  into  cultivation  440,000  acres. 
That  would  amount  to,  roughly,  $1,750 
per  acre. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  am  sure  that 
not  one  of  the  taxpayers  in  the  East 
who  knows  about  our  accumulated  sur¬ 
pluses  and  the  financial  burden  of  carry¬ 
ing  them  has  any  conception  whatever 
that  the  irrigation  cost  will  run  up  to 
$1,500  an  acre  to  bring  more  land  into 
production. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  true.  I  may 
say  that  the  cost  on  the  upper  Colorado 
land  is  almost  as  much  as  this,  with 
land  at  the  end  only  worth  $150  to  $280 
an  acre.  That  is  one  of  the  greatest 


boondoggles  of  all  times,  put  through 
by  the  Eisenhower  administration  and,  I 
might  say,  over  the  opposition  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

What  I  have  been  trying  to  say  is  that 
the  160-acre  limitation  under  conditions 
like  those  in  the  Central  Valley  is  an 
extremely  lenient  limitation.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  I  believe  that  we  ought  to 
apply  our  effort  in  the  future  to  revise 
the  160-acre  provision,  and  cut  it  down 
to  less  than  160  acres  on  land  with  a 
high  value  and  a  long  growing  season, 
and  possibly  make  the  limitation  greater 
than  160  acres  on  land  in  high  altitudes. 
It  is  hard  to  get  a  formula  which  will 
take  all  these  factors  into  consideration. 
However,  just  as  the  160-acre  limitation 
may  be  too  rigid  for  lands  6,000  feet 
above  sea  level,  so  the  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion  is  altogether  too  loose  for  land  in 
the  Central  Valley  of  California. 

There  are  strong  forces  in  California 
which  own  enormous  amounts  of  land, 
and  they  do  not  want  to  accept  the  160- 
acre  limitation.  The  Southern  Pacific 
Land  Co.  does  not  want  to  accept  it. 
The  big  estates  do  not  want  to  accept  it. 
The  Boston  Ranch  Co.  does  not  want  to 
accept  it.  They  want  to  be  able  to  have 
tens  of  thousands  of  acres  held  under 
one  ownership  and  still  secure  the  irri¬ 
gation  waters. 

If  we  have  that  kind  of  concentration 
of  ownership  growing  high  value  crops, 
such  as  lettuce,  oranges,  and  citrus 
fruits,  I  will  tell  the  Senate  what  kind  of 
agricultural  system  we  will  have.  We 
will  have  an  agricultural  system  with  a 
few  owners  and  a  great  mass  of  Mexi- 
can-American  laborers  living  in  hovels, 
receiving  low  wages,  and  with  a  life  of 
feudalism  in  the  Central  Valley  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  as  indeed  we  now  have  in  part. 

I  notice  some  sardonic  smiles  in  the 
press  gallery.  This  is  no  laughing  mat¬ 
ter,  gentlemen  of  the  press.  This  is  a 
question  of  whether,  in  Central  Valley 
of  California  we  are  going  to  have  de¬ 
mocracy  or  whether  we  are  going  to  have 
feudalism.  That  is  the  issue  we  are 
fighting  out. 

Therefore  the  amendment  which  we 
propose  would  apply  the  160-acre  limi¬ 
tation  not  merely  to  the  initial  440,000 
acres  to  be  brought  into  cultivation,  but 
with  respect  to  any  additional  land 
brought  into  cultivation  which  will  use 
Federal  facilities  as  a  part  of  the  system 
of  distributing  water,  even  though  there 
may  be  State  improvements  superim¬ 
posed  upon  the  Federal  system. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  opposed  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  would  not  be 
conclusive  with  me. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  understand; 
but  is  my  statement  correct? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  not  certain. 

Mr  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield,  so  that  I 
may  answer  the  Senator  from  Virginia’ 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  not  against  the  bill.  The 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  for  the  bill. 


The  Department  of  the  Interior  is  for 
the  bill.  A  similar  bill  passed  the  Sen¬ 
ate  a  year  ago. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Is  it  true  that 
under  the  bill  80,000  acres  of  land  could 
be  brought  into  cotton  production?  ■ 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Georgia  offered  an 
amendment,  which  was  adopted  by  the 
Senate,  which  seeks  to  prevent  that. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  80,000  acres, 
then,  could  not  come  into  competition 
with  southern  cotton? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  No,  it  could  not,  so  far 
as  I  am  aware.  The  amendment  con¬ 
tains  no  yearly  limitation  at  all.  That 
has  been  eliminated  from  it.  I  would 
be  glad  to  have  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  read  the  amendment.  Its  purpose 
is  to  make  certain  that  price-supported 
crops  shall  not  be  increased  on  fed¬ 
erally  served  lands.  Tire  amendment 
was  offered  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Rtjssell]  for  that  pur¬ 
pose,  and  was  adopted  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  mentioned  fruit.  Would 
that  include  apples?  • 

Mr.  ENGLE.  No  apples  are  grown  in 
that  area — none  whatever. 

Mr.  FREAR.  What  about  peanuts? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  No  peanuts  are  grown 
in  that  area.  The  amount  of  wheat 
acreage  in  that  area  will  be  reduced 
rather  than  increased. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  wifi  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  I  un¬ 
derstood  him  correctly,  the  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  said  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  favored  the  bill.  That 
was  not  my  understanding.  I  should 
like  to  see  some  report  which  indicates 
that  they  are  for  it.  I  have  examined 
the  record  and  have  yet  to  find  any  place 
in  it  which  states  that  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  ever  indicated  it  is 
for  the  bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  me  answer  the 
Senator’s  question  with  scrupulous  ac¬ 
curacy,  so  far  as  I  can.  I  said — and  I 
repeat — that  every  Federal  agency  which 
under  the  law  was  required  to  be  con¬ 
tacted  has  approved  the  bill.  There 
have  been  no  adverse  reports  from  any 
Federal  or  State  department  to  date. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I 
checked  with  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  ascertain  why  they  had  not 
made  a  report  on  the  bill.  I  was  advised 
that  the  Department  had  not  been  asked 
to  make  any  report,  although  they  did 
write  a  letter  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  pointing  out  the  effects  of  this 
particular  bill  at  this  time.  They  called 
attention  to  the  fact  that  it  would  in¬ 
crease  cotton  acreage  by  80,000  acres; 
that  it  would  increase  the  cover  crop  of 
alfalfa  more  than  88,000  acres;  that  it 
would  increase  irrigated  pasture  by 
44,000  acres;  that  it  would  increase  tree 
and  vine  crops  22,000  acres;  that  it 
would  increase  other  field  crops  by 
66,000  acres;  although  there  would  be 
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some  decrease  in  hay  crops.  All  of  these 
above  mentioned  crops  are  in  plentiful 
supply  today.  This  project  will  only 
further  increase  these  surpluses. 

It  is  also  interesting  to  note  that  under 
the  soil  bank  plan,  with  only  the 
amounts  over  $10,000  being  computed, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  1957 
paid  almost  $3  million  to  take  40,000 
acres  of  cotton  out  of  production  in 
California.  This  bill  proposes  to  spend 
millions  through  another  department  to 
bring  80,000  acres  of  cotton  into  pro¬ 
duction. 

I  have  yet  to  see  anything  which  indi¬ 
cates  that  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  endorsed  the  bill.  If  there  is 
any  such  report,  I  should  like  to  see  it 
placed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  First,  I  trust  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  is  not  implying  that 
any  agency  of  the  Federal  Government 
intentionally  avoided  asking  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  or  any  other  De¬ 
partment  what,  under  the  law,  it  was 
required  to  ask. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
not  implying  anything.  I  merely  stated 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in 
a  letter  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  did  not  indicate  support  for  the 
bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Neither  did  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  indicate  support  for 
the  bill.  Neither  did  the  Department 
of  Defense  indicate  support  for  the  bill. 
The  fact  is  that  the  agencies  which  under 
the  law  are  required  to  be  contacted  by 
the  committees  to  which  the  proposed 
legislation  was  referred  did  respond;  and 
responding,  they  approved  it. 

Furthermore,  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  of¬ 
fered  an  amendment  a  while  ago  which 
was  adopted  by  the  Senate.  The  amend¬ 
ment,  I  think,  makes  crystal  clear  the 
intent  with  which  the  Senate  will  pro¬ 
ceed  to  deal  with  the  problem  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities.  The  amendment 
specifically  prohibits  any  additional 
planting  in  the  area  covered  by  the  San 
Luis  unit  to  any  basic  crops  under  Fed¬ 
eral  law. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  What 
type  of  crops  will  be  grown? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Perhaps  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  was  not  here  when  we 
discussed  that  subject  a  little  while  ago, 
because  I  read  into  the  Record  testimony 
which  was  adduced  in  the  House  hear¬ 
ings,  in  which  witnesses  stated  that  with 
the  supplemental  water  they  would  raise 
specialty  crops,  crops  which  were  scarce; 
and  to  that  extent  there  need  be  no  ap¬ 
prehension  on  the  part  of  those  who 
come  from  parts  of  the  country  where 
basic  crops  are  raised. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  Senator’s  explanation.  I 
repeat  my  question;  What  type  of  crops 
will  be  raised?  It  is  proposed  to  spend 
$1,576  an  acre  to  bring  into  production 
new  cropland.  Let  us  not  indulge  in 
generalities.  If  it  is  proposed  to  exclude 
the  production  of  certain  crops,  then 
what  other  crops  are  proposed  to  be 

included?  ,  , 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  If  the  Senator  had 


been  here  when  the  amendment  was  of¬ 
fered  and  then  adopted,  he  would  know 
what  is  excluded. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  have 
read  the  amendment.  I  was  here  when 
it  was  adopted.  However,  I  am  still 
waiting  for  an  answer  to  my  question: 
What  will  be  produced?  There  can  be 
no  question  in  my  mind  but  that  this 
new  acreage  will  increase  our  surplus 
problem. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  read  a  statement 
made  by  one  of  the  witnesses  to  which 
I  referred  earlier.  He  said: 

If  we  get  a  different  type  of  water,  we  will 
go  into  special  crops  which  are  not  now  in 
oversupply. 

The  view  was  expressed  in  the  debate 
at  that  time  that  various  types  of  fruits 
and  vegetables  would  be  planted  in  the 
area  covered  by  the  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Russell  amendment  was  not  even  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  and  was  not  being  con¬ 
sidered  when  that  statement  was  made. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  who 
has  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Out  of  courtesy  I 
have  been  farming  out  time  so  that  Sen¬ 
ators  could  conduct  separate  colloquies. 

I  should  like  to  have  the  privilege  of  con¬ 
tinuing  with  my  argument.  I  hope  Sen¬ 
ators  will  not  tread  on  my  well-known 
amiability  to  an  excessive  degree. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  be  so  generous  as 
to  yield  1  minute  to  me? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  1  minute. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Illinois.  I  desire  to  address  myself 
to  the  question  raised  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  concerning  farm  crops. 
I  said  at  the  beginning  of  my  statement 
that  the  San  Luis  project  would  not  add 
to  the  price-supported  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction.  In  order  to  be  perfectly  cer¬ 
tain  of  that,  and  to  have  it  written  into 
the  law,  the  Senate  adopted  an  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  distinguished  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Georgia  which  pro¬ 
vides  positively  and  unequivocally  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  cannot  de¬ 
liver  water  to  any  federally  serviced 
lands  for  the  purpose  of  increasing  the 
production  of  crops  which  are  under 
price  supports.  No  corn,  no  tobacco,  no 
rice,  and  no  peanuts  are  grown  at  pres¬ 
ent  in  this  area,  and  we  have  no  reason 
to  believe  that  they  will  be  grown. 

The  cotton  which  is  grown  there  is  of 
the  long  staple  variety  and  is  not  com¬ 
petitive  with  southern  cotton.  In  any 
event,  the  cotton  acreage  would  not  be 
increased  under  this  reclamation  proj¬ 
ect;  and  to  be  perfectly  sure  of  that,  we 
wrote  such  a  provision  into  the  bill  it¬ 
self  by  means  of  an  amendment  offered 
by  the  senior  Senator  from  Georgia  and 
adopted  by  the  Senate. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  cotton  acreage 
will  decline  because  of  the  shortage  of 
water  supply.  The  trend  will  be  to¬ 
ward  higher  value  specialty  crops  and 
smaller  farms,  which  are  not  typical  of 
large-scale  cotton  production. 

At  present  these  farmers  of  this  area 
are  pumping  water  from  400-foot  or 
500-foot  wells,  costing  $75,000  or  $80,000; 
and  big  farming  is  incident  to  the  area. 


With  an  assured  supply  of  water,  that 
will  not  be  the  case. 

As  for  the  wheat  which  now  is  grown 
in  the  area,  it  will  disappear  entirely  un¬ 
der  full  irrigation,  because  with  such  irri¬ 
gation,  wheat  production  cannot  be  af¬ 
forded;  and  it  will  be  abandoned  in  favor 
of  alfalfa,  vegetables,  fruits,  melons,  and 
similar  crop  versatility. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  has  expired. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
rather  inferred  that  the  time  I  had 
yielded  to  the  Senator  from  California 
had  expired.  I  thank  the  Chair  for  his 
very  accurate  timekeeping. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  sorry  that  I 
cannot  yield  at  this  time. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  debate  has 
been  somewhat  diffuse,  and  in  the  past 
15  minutes  we  have  somewhat  departed 
from  the  points  I  was  attempting  to 
make  before  the  side  engagements  de¬ 
veloped. 

I  should  like  to  return  to  my  theme, 
namely,  that  the  land  in  this  area  is 
rather  generally  concentrated  in  a  few 
large  holdings. 

I  have  before  me  the  project  report  of 
the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  on  the  San  Luis 
unit,  Central  Valley  project;  it  is  a  re¬ 
port  on  the  feasibility  of  this  water  sup¬ 
ply  development.  First,  it  reveals  on 
page  88  that  76  percent  of  the  land  in 
the  San  Luis  Federal  service  area  is  in 
separate  ownerships  of  over  320  acres 
each. 

I  read  now  from  page  89,  where  there 
is  an  analysis  of  these  holdings  of  over 
320  acres  each,  or  of  approximately  363,- 
000  acres  in  the  San  Luis  area.  This  is 
not  all  of  the  San  Luis  area,  but  it  com¬ 
prises  over  three-fourths  of  the  lands  in 
the  Federal  service  area,  and  clearly 
shows  the  predominant  pattern  of  land- 
ownership. 

There  are  only  130  landholders  in  this 
main  group,  86  individuals  and  44  corp¬ 
orations.  But,  Mr.  President,  notice  the 
division:  64  of  these  holders  had  hold¬ 
ings  of  from  320  acres  to  1,000  acres. 
Their  gross  acreage  was  39,700.  At  160 
acres  apiece — including  other  members 
of  the  family — that  would  come  to 
18,700  acres  that  were  not  in  excess  of 
the  reclamation  law  limits.  So  their  ex¬ 
cess  acreage  was  21,000. 

There  were  52  holders  who  had  hold¬ 
ings  of  from  1,000  to  5,000  acres,  with  a 
total  of  111,000  acres,  of  which  93,900 
acres  were  excess. 

I  point  out,  Mr.  President — and  this 
is  very  important — that  there  were  10 
holdings  of  from  5,000  to  10,000  acres. 
Their  gross  acreage  was  68,500,  of  which 
66,600  acres  were  excess. 

There  were  only  4  holdings  of  more 
than  10,000  acres;  but  they  had  a  gross 
acreage  of  143,700,  of  which  143,000 
acres  were  excess. 

So  in  the  case  of  these  363,000  acres 
within  the  Federal  service  area,  324,560 
acres  were  excess — namely,  in  excess  of 
the  160-acre  limitation. 
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All  that  is  a  rather  clear  indication  of 
the  concentration  of  land  ownership  in 
this  area. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  find  an  ac¬ 
curate  list  of  the  owners  in  this  San 
Luis  unit  area  alone,  but  I  have  here 
other  statistics  taken  from  1956  maps 
which  cover  approximately  1,430,000 
acres,  which  includes  the  San  Luis  dis¬ 
trict  and  other  surrounding  areas  in 
that  valley.  I  should  like  to  read  the 
figures  in  regard  to  land  concentration, 
here,  as  follows: 

Our  friends  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
had  148,700  acres,  or  a  little  more  than 
10  percent  of  the  total  acreage. 

The  Standard  Oil  Co.  had  104,700 
acres,  or  a  little  more  than  7  percent. 

Other  oil  companies — not  small  ones — 
had  53,000  acres,  or  3.7  percent. 

The  Boston  Ranch  Co.  had  37,500 
acres. 

Helen  Lillis  had  20,414  acres. 

L.  J.  Christie  held  10,700  acres. 

J.  P.  Bidarary  held  11,148  acres. 

The  Anderson-Clayton  Co. — the  great 
cotton  merchants  of  Texas — held  24,771 
acres. 

J.  Mouren  held  14,261  acres. 

Giffin,  Inc.,  held  13,722  acres. 

J.  F.  Gibson  held  12,202  acres. 

W.  Gill  &  Sons  held  13,400  acres. 

Harnish  Bros,  had  one  holding  of 
6,660  acres  and  another  holding  of  5,720 
acres. 

There  were  many  other  large  hold¬ 
ings,  totaling  a  great  number  of  acres. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  I  may  have  those  statistics  and 
the  table  from  the  Interior  Department’s 
report,  to  which  I  earlier  referred,  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
and  statistics  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

The  following  tabulation  summarizes  the 
land  ownerships  involving  excess  lands  for 
the  San  Luis  area : 


Table  I 


Size  range,  acres 

N  um¬ 
ber 

Gross 

acre¬ 

age 

Non- 

excess 

acre¬ 

age 

Excess 

acre¬ 

age 

321  to  1,000. . . 

64 

39,700 
111,500 
68,500 
143,  700 

18,700 

17,300 

1,900 

640 

21,000 
93, 900 
66, 600 
143,  060 

1,001  to  5,000 . . 

52 

5,001  to  10,000 _ 

10 

Over  10,000 _ 

4 

Total.. . 

130 

303, 100 

38,  540 

324,  560 

From  p.  89,  “Feasibility  Report  on  San  Luis  Unit,” 
May  6,  19.55. 


Table  II. — Ownership  statistics  on  area  of 
1,430,080  acres  in  San  Luis  Valley  (includ¬ 
ing  proposed  Federal  San  Luis  service  area 
and  surrounding  areas),  from  1956  maps 


Owner 

Acreage 

Percent¬ 

age 

Southern  Pacific . . 

148,  718.  00 
104,  770.  00 
53,  364.  00 
37,  555.  00 

678,  215.  00 

10.3 
7.3 
3.7 
2.6 

40.3 

Standard  Oil  Co _ 

Other  oil  companies _ 

Boston  Ranch  Co. 

Other  private  holders  of  over  1,000 
acres  each _ 

Calflax-. _ _ 

8, 120.  00 

3,  520.  00 

4,  480.  00 
6,  240.  00 

5,  720.  00 

R.  Thomas 

J.  E.  O’Neill . . 

F.  C.  Diener.  _ 

Ilarnish — 5  points _ 

Table  II. — Ownership  statistics  on  area  of 
1,430,080  acres  in  San  Luis  Valley  ( includ¬ 
ing  proposed  Federal  San  Luis  service  area 
and  surrounding  areas),  from  1956  maps — 
Continued 


Owner 

Acreage 

Percent¬ 

age 

Other  private  holders,  etc. — Con. 

3,  260.  00 
14,  261.00 

2,  640.  00 
24,  771.  00 

2,  300.  00 
13,  722.  00 

5,  688.  00 
2, 110.00 

7,  679.  00 
9, 829.  00 

12,  202.  00 
1,  080.  00 
890.  00 
20. 414.  00 
10,  739.  06 
1,  000.  00 
1,  900.  00 

1,  920.  00 

6,  660.  00 

8,  436.  85 

7,  680.  00 

9,  060.  00 
11, 148.  80 

2,  040.  29 

4,  930.  00 

5,  200.  00 
9, 150.  00 

13, 429.  82 

6,  345. 35 
9,  786.  50 

1,  957.  30 

1,  470. 00 

2,  080.  00 

1,  400.  00 

7,  893.  77 

7, 254. 16 
4,495. 13 

1, 324.  00 
5, 120.  00 
7,514.44 

6, 166.  64 

3,  800.  00 

5,  238.  00 

1, 180.  00 

4, 476.  36 

1,  280.  00 

2, 080.  00 

2,  600.  00 

6,  880.  00 

Anderson-Clayton _ _  _ 

Kings  County  Land  &  Cattle 
Co _ _ _ 

Cecil  Howe _ _ _ 

J.  F.  Gibson _ 

Coit  Ranch.  _ _ 

Price  Giflin  Ranch _ 

L.  J.  Christie _ 

M.  J.  Pueheu _ _ 

Harnish  Bros _ 

Pleasant  Valley  Farming  Co_. 
Russell  Giffin _ 

. 

Employees  Enterprises _ 

J.  P.  Bidarary _ 

Bert  Irola.  ' _ 

Murietta  Farms _ 

Kerman  Cattle  Co _ 

United  Farms _ _ 

W.  Gill  &  Sons _  _ 

Newhall  Land  &  Farming  Co. 
A.  M.  Domengine . . 

J.  &  T  Harris” 

Sunset  Farms _ 

W.  R.  Farrell _ 

Redfern  Ranches _ 

Lyon  &  Hoag _ 

V.  C.  Britton. _ _ 

S.  Biancucci _ _ 

Hotchkiss  Est _ 

Hammonds  Ranches _ 

Frank  Hogue _ _ 

P.  Choperena _ 

Mendota  Land  Co _ 

Dean  Mason _ _ _ 

Don  Mason _ 

Y.  S.  Philobos _ 

70,  070. 00 

437, 876.  00 

4.9 

30.9 

Private  holdings  under  1,000  acres 
(including  city,  county,  State, 
and  subdivided  land) _ 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  I  have  submitted  enough  facts  to 
indicate  the  close  concentration  of  land 
ownership. 

I  also  wish  to  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  summary  statistics  in  regard  to  the 
holdings  in  Kern  County,  south  of  the 
Federal  project,  a  part  of  which  might  be 
reached  by  any  so-called  State  project 
or  service  area  which  might  be  brought 
into  being.  In  that  area,  with  a  total 
acreage  of  2,135,000,  the  Standard  Oil 
Co.  owns  112,000  acres;  other  oil  com¬ 
panies  own  approximately  202,000  acres. 
The  Kern  County  Land  Co.  owns  no 
less  than  348,000  acres.  The  Tejon 
Ranch  Co.  owns  168,531  acres.  The 
Southern  Pacific  Railway  shows  up 
again,  in  this  case  with  45,000  acres. 
Other  private  holdings  in  excess  of  1,000 
acres  come  to  a  total  of  491,000  acres. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  the  tabulation  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tabula¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


May  7 

Table  III. — Summary  ownership  statistics  on 
area  of  1,135,000  acres  in  Kern  County, 
Calif,  (including  possible  areas  of  service 
by  irrigation  from  San  Luis  Reservoir  south 
of  Federal  service  area) 


Owner  . 

Acreage 

Per¬ 

cent¬ 

age 

Kern  County  Land  Co . . 

348, 026 

16.3 

Standard  Oil _ _ 

112,275 

5.4 

Other  oil  companies _ 

201,964 

9.4 

Tejon  Ranch  Co _ 

168, 531 

7.9 

Southern  Pacific  ..  _ 

Other  private  holdings  over  1,000 

45, 141 

2.  1 

acres  each.  _ 

Government  land _ 

491,  732 
122,  692 

23.0 

5.7 

Private  holdings  under  1,000  acres 
(including  all  city,  county,  State, 

and  subdivided  land) _ 

647, 164 

30.2 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
a  region  which,  above  all  others,  has  con¬ 
centrated  land  ownership.  If  section 
6(a)  is  retained  in  the  pending  bill,  the 
Senate  will  approve  a  continuation  of 
this  concentrated  ownership — not  merely 
in  the  case  of  the  land  which  will  be 
chargeable  to  service  with  so-called 
State  water;  but  the  Senate  will  also 
strengthen  the  concentration  within  the 
area  to  be  serviced  by  so-called  Federal 
water. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  As  one  pauses  in  this 
debate  to  refresh  his  memory  in  regard 
to  some  of  the  great  scandals  in  the  field 
of  natural  resources  in  our  history,  and 
when  one  thinks  of  the  oil  scandals  and 
the  oil  “steals,”  the  Teapot  Dome,  the 
great  land  frauds,  the  various  types  of 
“steals”  of  which  the  powerful  economic 
vested  interests  of  the  country  have  been 
guilty  throughout  our  history,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Illinois  if 
he  thinks  I  am  too  far  wrong  when  I 
suggest  that  today  we  raise  the  question 
of  whether  this  is  going  to  represent  a 
great  water  “steal”? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  try 
to  be  very  guarded  in  the  language  I 
use.  I  will  say  that  if  the  bill  passes  in 
its  present  form,  it  will  be  a  public 
catastrophe. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mine  is  mild  compared 
with  that  language,  I  wish  to  say. 

But  let  the  Record  show  that  I  think 
that  if  our  amendment  is  not  adopted, 
the  bill  will  be  a  water  “steal”  by  the 
various  large  landowners  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  just  now  listed  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  nqt  reprove  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  if  he  were  to  use  such  words; 

I  would  say  that,  on  the  whole,  he 
was  a  man  of  restrained  speech. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Will  not  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  agree  that  this  bill  is  very 
plain  in  applying  the  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion  to  the  Federal  service  area? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  purports  to  do  so. 

But  the  point  is  that  the  Southern 
Pacific  Land  Co.  is  in  such  a  strategic 
position,  with  its  checkerboard  holdings. 
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that  it  can  already  apply  great  pressure 
on  the  Federal  Government,  by  refus¬ 
ing  to  participate  and,  by  so  refusing, 
it  may  shut  off  water  from  the  others. 

Moreover,  if  concentrated  holdings  in 
the  nearby  area  will  be  aided  by  means 
of  water  coming  from  State  improve¬ 
ments  superimposed  on  Federal  im¬ 
provements,  then  it  will  be  very  diffi¬ 
cult  to  apply  the  160-acre  limitation 
within  the  440,000  acres  specifically 
charged  to  Federal  improvements.  The 
gates  will  be  thrown  wide  open  for  the 
huge  estates  in  the  area  to  the  south, 
of  approximately  half  a  million  acres, 
which,  it  is  said,  will  be  serviced  by  water 
coming  from  combined  Federal  and 
State  systems  later  to  be  brought  into 
being. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  But  before  that  could 
happen,  it  would  be  necessary  to  amend 
—the  law;  would  it  not? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No.  At  present  sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  provides  that  the  Federal  limi¬ 
tation  shall  not  apply  to  the  additional 
half  million  acres  or  more  to  be  brought 
under  cultivation  by  the  combined  State 
and  Federal  system. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  am  speaking  of  the 
some  500,000  acres  under  the  Federal 
service  area.  We  would  have  to  amend 
the  law,  would  we  not? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  As  a  practical  mat¬ 
ter,  if  the  limitation  is  thrown  open  as  to 
the  first  group  of  lands  outside  the  San 
Luis  unit,  I  believe  we  shall  not  be  able 
to  hold  the  160-acre  limitation  on  the 
second  group  of  lands  within  the  Fed¬ 
eral  service  area,  because  the  chart  in¬ 
dicating  the  checkerboard  ownership 
shows  how  the  Southern  Pacific  has 
the  small  holdings  virtually  choked  to 
death  and  enclosed,  and  if  the  Southern 
Pacific  refused  to  come  into  the  arrange¬ 
ment,  the  smaller  landholders  would  not 
be  able  to  get  the  water. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  If  the  Southern  Pacific 
does  not  abide  by  the  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion — and  I  admit  they  would  prefer  not 
to  have  it - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  They  said  they  did 
not  intend  to  abide  by  it. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  would  not  go  that 
far.  I  do  not  think  they  said  they  do 
not  intend;  they  said  they  would  pre¬ 
fer  not  to.  If  they  do  not,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  amend  the  law.  I  will  say 
to  the  Senator  if  any  effort  is  ever  made 
to  remove  the  160-acre  limitation  from 
the  Federal  service  area,  I  will  stand  up 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  if  I  am  still 
here,  along  with  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  and  oppose  any  such  action. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  We  know  in  the  past 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  been 
forced  to  cede  ground  in  the  Pine  Flats 
case  and  let  the  people  have  the  water, 
even  though  they  have  not  agreed  to 
the  limitation.  My  point  is,  we  also 
have  to  limit  the  additional  approxi¬ 
mately  500,000  acres  which  will  come 
under  cultivation  when  these  further 
improvements  are  perfected. 

I  should  like  to  pass  to  the  argument 
on  that  question,  because  the  second 
approximately  500,000  acres  which  it  is 
claimed  are  in  the  State  service  area  are 
not  properly  speaking  in  an  independ¬ 
ent,  self-sustaining  State  service  area 


at  all.  The  State  service  area  is  possible 
only  because  there  has  been  a  tremen¬ 
dous  Federal  investment  in  dams,  reser¬ 
voirs,  conduits,  pumping  stations,  and 
power. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Now  that  the  issue  has 
been  raised  by  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  as  to  what  the  Southern  Pacific 
intends  to  do,  I  think  I  should  read  into 
the  Record  what  they  say  they  are  go¬ 
ing  to  do. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  so. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels  on 
March  17,  1959,  testified: 

Let  us  state  that  our  lands  are  not  on  the 
market.  They  are  not  for  sale.  We  do  not 
want  to  sell  our  agricultural  properties  or 
our  timber  properties  or  our  grazing  prop¬ 
erties  any  more  than  we  want  to  sell  our 
main  line  railroad. 

The  letter  of  the  witness  for  the 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad  cannot  be 
considered  without  reaching  any  other 
conclusion  than  that  they  intend  to 
make  use  of  the  checkerboard  holdings 
they  have  on  this  project,  which  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  so  magnifi¬ 
cently  brought  out  in  the  debate  this 
afternoon,  and,  in  effect,  try  to  force 
their  will  in  the  administration  of  this 
project  by  a  lifting  of  the  160-acre 
limitation. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  As  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  stated,  the  Southern  Pacific 
does  not  intend  to  sell  any  land  in  the 
first  440,000  acres.  They  do  not  intend 
to  sell  any  acreage  from  the  later  blocks 
of  land  to  be  irrigated.  I  desire  to  read 
again  from  the  letter  of  the  Land  De¬ 
partment,  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  on 
March  23,  1959,  signed  by  L.  Frandsen, 
and  which  is  printed  on  page  101  of  the 
hearings,  as  follows: 

It  is  now  our  desire  to  reaffirm  our  pre¬ 
vious  position  that  our  agricultural  prop¬ 
erties  are  not  for  sale. 

In  other  words,  holdings  over  160 
acres  are  not  going  to  be  sold.  The 
Southern  Pacific  will  hold  onto  them. 
The  more  reinforcement  Congress  gives 
the  Southern  Pacific  in  the  additional 
500,000-acre  area,  the  stronger  their  po¬ 
sition  will  be  on  the  immediate  440,000 
acres. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  the  statement 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  as  to  the 
contention  of  the  Southern  Pacific, 
should  be  reinforced  by  reading  from 
page  222  of  the  transcript  of  hearings, 
in  which  Mr.  Van  Lobel  Sels  stated: 

The  figure  we  have  quoted  is  120,000  acres. 
There  has  been  some  deletion  from  that, 
because  the  Federal  Government  recently 
condemned  some  for  a  naval  air  station. 
That  is  in  the  courts  now. 

That  was  his  answer  to  the  question 
put  by  Representative  Ullman  of  Oregon 
when  he  asked : 

Mr.  Van  Lobel  Sels,  how  much  land  do 
you  have  that  would  come  under  the  pro¬ 
posed  Federal  project?” 

The  answer  was  120,000  acres,  minus 
a  small  amount  that  was  condemned  for 
a  naval  air  station. 


The  witness  went  on  to  say: 

It  is  all  under  agricultural  lease.  It  is 
all  under  irrigation,  but  not  all  of  it  is  irri¬ 
gated  every  year. 

Let  me  repeat  that: 

But  not  all  of  it  is  irrigated  every  year. 

Do  Senators  get  the  implication?  Get 
the  bill  passed  so  they  can  obviate  the 
160-acre  limitation.  Then  he  said: 

It  is  being  farmed  under  lease  to  actual 
operators  on  the  property,  to  crops  that  are 
typical  of  that  area,  which  I  think  were 
mentioned  previously.  But  they  include 
grains,  cotton,  melons,  various  seed,  grass 
seed  and  alfalfa  seed  crops,  a  few  more  of 
the  specialized  crops,  like  potatoes  and  car¬ 
rots,  and  other  vegetables. 

When  I  make  my  major  speech  follow¬ 
ing  the  Senator  from  Illinois  on  this 
matter,  I  am  going  to  point  out  and  re¬ 
inforce  the  Senator  from  Illinois  in  the 
contention  that  it  will  not  protect  the 
160-acre  limitation. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  As  I  have  said,  the 
160-acre  limitation  in  this  fertile  area 
is  extremely  lenient,  because  160  acres 
of  fruits  and  nuts  can  support  not  1  but 
5  or  6  families.  Moreover,  there  can  be 
more  than  this  limitation  on  landowner- 
ship  by  taking  out  160  acres  for  each 
member  of  the  family.  So  there  can  be 
many  multiples  of  160  acres  under  the 
same  limitation. 

Yet  this  loose  provision  is  not  enough 
for  the  large  landowners.  They  want 
the  sky  to  be  the  limit,  so  they  will  have, 
under  this  law,  the  latifundia  which  ex¬ 
isted  in  Rome,  which  was  one  of  the 
reasons  for  the  fall  of  the  Roman  Em¬ 
pire,  and  the  concentration  of  land  own¬ 
ership  such  as  now  exists  in  Spain,  and 
which  was  one  of  the  causes  of  the  revo¬ 
lution  in  Mexico. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  the  operation  of 
this  general  scheme,  is  there  any  rela¬ 
tionship  between  that  part  of  the  ex¬ 
penditure  which  is  to  be  made  by  the 
Federal  Government  and  that  part  which 
is  to  be  made  by  the  State  of  California? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  has 
asked  a  very  important  question.  It 
happens  that  is  precisely  the  point  I  was 
going  to  try  to  develop.  I  should  like 
to  proceed  to  that. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
main  new  project  which  is  to  be  carried 
out  by  the  Federal  Government  under 
this  bill  is  the  dam  creating  the  so-called 
San  Luis  Reservoir.  This  dam  is  to  be 
constructed  with  Federal  money,  and  the 
initial  water  behind  this  dam,  therefore, 
will  be  water  entirely  assembled  because 
of  Federal  expenditures. 

The  rather  indefinite  proposal  which 
is  contained  in  the  bill  and  which  is  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  testimony  with  respect  to 
the  bill  is  that  the  height  of  the  dam  will 
then  later  be  raised  as  a  result  of  ex¬ 
penditures  by  the  State  of  California. 
Hence  it  is  argued  that  the  quantity 
of  water  impounded  behind  the  dam  will 
be  increased  and  the  added  amount  of 
water  would  be  due  to  State  expenditures 
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and  would  not  be  in  any  degree  Federal 
water. 

The  contention  of  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  and  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
is  that  one  camiot  cut  the  dam  in  two 
any  more  than  Solomon’s  child  could  be 
cut  in  two.  One  cannot  build  a  second 
story  on  a  dam  without  a  substructure 
going  down  deep  into  the  earth,  into  the 
rocky  formation,  which  is  probably  a 
more  important  part  of  every  dam  than 
that  which  is  above  surface.  One  can¬ 
not  built  a  second  story  unless  one  has  a 
first  story. 

Therefore,  the  dam  is  an  integral,  uni¬ 
tary  structure  which  cannot  be  sub¬ 
divided,  and  we  cannot  separate  the 
water  which  has  been  impounded  by 
State  action  from  the  water  which  has 
been  impounded  by  Federal  action. 

In  addition  to  that,  I  wish  to  remind 
my  good  friend  that  the  Delta  Cross 
Channel  is  to  be  used,  bringing  the  water 
coming  down  the  Sacramento  River 
across  the  delta  to  the  Tracy  pumping 
station.  That  has  been  constructed  with 
Federal  funds. 

This  is  a  Federal  outlay  which  makes 
possible  the  additional  quantity  of  water. 
Furthermore,  the  water  will  be  pumped 
up  to  a  higher  level  out  of ‘the  Sacra¬ 
mento  Basin  into  the  San  Joaquin  Basin, 
with  power  developed  from  the  dams  and 
falls  of  water  up  north,  around  Shasta. 

The  additional  State  outlay,  if  it 
should  be  made,  would  not  get  to  first 
base  if  there  were  not  a  prior  huge  Fed¬ 
eral  investment.  To  claim  that  this 
action  is  entirely  distinct  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  outlay  is,  to  my  mind,  “moonshine.” 

In  addition  to  that,  the  previous  out¬ 
lays  on  Shasta,  Keswick,  Nimbus,  Fol¬ 
som,  and  Trinity,  which  is  still  under 
construction,  will  make  water  and  power 
available  to  what  is  alleged  to  be  a 
purely  State  system  but  which  will  not 
be  in  fact  purely  a  State  system  but  will 
be  a  joint  system. 

Therefore,  we  say  that  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  law  should  apply  and  that  we 
should  not  throw  open  the  gates  for 
huge  estates  to  be  built  up  in  defiance 
of  the  long-established  Federal  princi¬ 
ple. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  my  understanding 
correct  that  the  basis  for  this  entire 
project  lies  in  the  expenditures  which 
will  be  made  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  And  those  which 
have  been  made. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  And  that  whatever 
is  done  by  the  State  of  California  is  de¬ 
pendent  in  the  first  place  upon  what 
the  Federal  Government  does? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  Senator  from  Ohio  has  stated 
in  one  sentence  what  I  have  been  labor¬ 
ing  to  state  for  some  pages  of  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much,  but  I  think  I  have  had  the 
benefit  of  the  clarification  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  given  to  the  entire 
project. 

In  spite  of  the  fact  that  this  entire 
project  is  basically  related  to  the  Fed¬ 


eral  expenditure,  it  is  suggested  that  the 
Federal  law  limiting  irrigation  waters  to 
holdings  of  160  acres  be  not  applicable 
to  certain  areas  which  allegedly  are 
going  to  be  supplied  with  water  by  the 
State  of  California  unrelated  to  what  the 
Federal  Government  is  doing. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  precisely  the 
claim  of  the  sponsors  of  section  6(a). 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  And  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  takes  the  position  that  the 
very  spirit  of  the  Federal  irrigation  law, 
which  provides  that  water  shall  be  sup¬ 
plied  only  to  holdings  of  160  acres  or  less, 
will  be  abandoned  in  such  a  process? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  takes  that  position.  There 
would  be  an  abandonment  of  the  time- 
honored  position. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  And  there  could  be 
unlimited  holdings  in  the  amount  of 
55,000  acres  or  more — is  that  the  figure? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  One  hundred  and 
twenty  thousand  acres  or  one  hundred 
and  forty  thousand  acres.  That  would 
be  permitted  and  encouraged  by  section 
6(a).  We  are  trying  to  strike  6(a). 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  That  is  a  shameful 
thing.  The  case  should  not  be  stated 
that  way.  I  know  the  Senator  does  not 
mean  to  indicate  something  which  is  not 
the  fact,  but  that  is  hardly  a  correct 
statement. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  made  a  misstatement, 
in  what  respect  did  he  make  a  misstate¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  talked 
about  the  right  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
Railroad  to  get  water  from  this  system 
in  unlimited  amounts,  as  a  large  land- 
owner,  opposed  to  the  small  landowners. 

I  will  say  to  my  friend  from  Ohio  that 
the  lands  which  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  is  talking  about  are  lands  which  are 
located  above  the  San  Luis  area.  In 
considering  what  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  is  talking  about,  the  argument  is  not 
a  sound  or  conclusive  one. 

The  question  is  as  simple  as  this.  The 
fact  of  the  matter  is,  we  believe  that  the 
State  of  California,  through  its  Gover¬ 
nor  and  its  legislature,  ought  to  deter¬ 
mine  what  the  restrictions  for  use  of 
water  through  a  State  system  should  be. 
It  is  exactly  that  simple.  It  is  that  easy 
to  state.  We  believe  that  the  Federal 
reclamation  law  ought  to  apply  to  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  projects. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  We  believe  that  when 
one  reservoir  is  jointly  used  by  the  State 
and  by  the  Federal  Government  it  is  un¬ 
constitutional  for  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  tell  the  State  of  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  or  my  State  how  it  shall  use 
its  water  in  a  State  system,  when  the 
water  comes  from  that  system. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
to  me,  so  that  I  may  say  a  word  with  re¬ 
gard  to  that  matter? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  development  of  the  California  side 
of  the  project  is  completely  dependent 
upon  and  related  to  the  expenditures 
which  will  be  made  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment;  and  that  therefore  California 
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ought  to  follow  the  spirit  and  the  letter 
of  the  Federal  law,  because  without  the 
Federal  money  California  could  not  do 
anything? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  a  surprising 
thing  for  my  friend  to  say. 

First  of  all,  the  State  of  California  is 
indebted  for  what  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  has  done  with  Federal 
reclamation  in  the  State.  We  are  grate¬ 
ful  for  the  Central  Valley  px-oject.  Now, 
under  the  leadership  of  the  incumbent 
Governor  of  California — and,  I  may  say, 
in  the  same  fashion  as  under  his  twp  Re¬ 
publican  predecessors — the  people  of  my 
State  are  about  to  embark  on  a  $11  bil¬ 
lion  State  water  system.  They  are  veil¬ 
ing  to  bond  themselves,  and  pay  that 
money  themselves,  for  a  State  system. 
So  we  have  a  unique  concept  of  two  types 
of  water  systems  in  our  State,  one  a  Fed¬ 
eral  system  and  the  other  a  State  system. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
so  far  as  this  part  of  the  discussion  is 
concerned,  the  California  project  will  be 
built  upon  the  Federal  project,  as  de¬ 
scribed  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  say  to  my  dear 
friend  from  Ohio  that  the  San  Luis  res¬ 
ervoir  will  be  paid  for,  60  percent  by  the 
people  of  California  and  40  percent  by 
the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
California  has  not  answered  my  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  try  it  again. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  part  of  the  project  promoted  by  the 
State  of  California  is  tied  into  the  Fed¬ 
eral  project? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do  not  understand. 
I  wish  to  give  an  accurate  answer. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  stated  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  would  build  the  base,  and  there¬ 
after  California  would  add  to  the  dam. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  State  is  going  to 
pay  for  60  percent  of  the  total  cost. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
huge  figure  which  my  friend  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  brandishes  about,  $11  billionrhas 
in  it  a  typical  degree  of  California  exag¬ 
geration. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes,  it  has.  We 
may  find  ourselves  in  about  the  same 
situation  in  which  the  United  States 
found  itself  when  it  granted  huge  blocks 
of  land  to  the  Southern  Pacific  Railway 
Co.  on  condition  that  it  build  a  railway. 
Yet  it  never  built  that  railway. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is  the  Senator  sug¬ 
gesting  that  the  Governor  of  California 
has  said  something  that  is  not  true  with 
respect  to  the  portion  of  the  cost  to  be 
borne  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
California  is  engaging  in  the  good  Cali¬ 
fornia  real  estate  practice  of  capitalizing 
on  hope. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Is  there  anything 
in  the  record  to  indicate  what  the  aver¬ 
age  value  of  the  acreage  is,  with  respect 
to  which  it  is  proposed  in  the  bill  to  in¬ 
vest  $1,500  an  acre? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  There  are  scattered 
figures. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Is  the  land  worth 
$1,500  an  acre? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Not  now.  It  is  worth 
relatively  little. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  So  it  is  proposed 
to  put  $1,500  an  acre  of  Government 
money  into  land  which  is  not  worth  that 
much  now? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes.  I  think  it  will 
probably  be  worth  $1,500  an  acre  when 
the  project  is  finished,  but  those  who 
will  get  a  very  large  slice  of  the  $1,500, 
without  adequate  payment,  will  be  the 
large  landowners.  The  increase  in  their 
land  values  will  be  very  much  greater 
than  the  returns  from  power,  and  such 
payments  as  are  made  for  reclamation. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Has  any  explanation 
been  given  by  the  proponents  of  the  bill 
why  they  feel  that  the  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion  should  not  apply,  and  why  they  feel 
that  the  holders  of  great  acreages  of 
land  ought  to  have  the  benefit  of  irriga¬ 
tion  under  a  policy  different  from  that 
stipulated  in  the  Federal  law? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  I  should  let 
the  proponents  of  the  bill  speak  for 
themselves,  and  not  attempt  to  speak  for 
them,  because  if  I  were  to  do  so  I  might 
be  accused  of  twisting  their  defense.  So 
they  should  make  their  own  statement 
on  that  point. 

To  me  it  is  inexplicable  that  two  such 
fine  Senators  as  the  senior  and  junior 
Senators  from  California,  whom  we  love 
as  individuals,  whom  we  respect,  and 
who  fight  beside  us  on  so  many  meas¬ 
ures,  should  in  this  instance  be  found 
to  be  against  the  people.  It  is  difficult 
for  me  to  reconcile  myself  to  that 
situation. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is  it  the  intention  of 
the  Senator  that,  with  the  adoption  of 
his  amendment,  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws  shall  apply  to  all  waters  leaving  the 
San  Luis  Reservoir? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes,  I  think  so— on 
the  ground  that  the  waters  have  been 
inextricably  mixed  and  will  be  made 
available  through  the  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  San  Luis  Dam  and  the  Delta 
Cross-Canal  from  the  Sacramento  to  the 
pumping  station. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Let  me  finish  my 
sentence. 

There  have  been  prior  Federal  expen¬ 
ditures  for  power  facilities  which  make 
it  possible  for  the  water  to  be  lifted  out 
of  the  Sacramento  into  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley;  and  there  have  been  huge  prior 
expenditures  on  a  large  number  of  dams, 
including  Shasta,  Keswick,  Trinity,  the 


Sacramento  Canal,  the  Nimbus  Dam, 
the  Folsom  Dam,  and  the  Sly  Park  Dam. 

Senators  say  that  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  to  build  additional  pumping 
plants  to  supplement  Tracy,  and  an¬ 
other  canal  to  supplement  Delta-Men- 
dota. 

The  Interior  Department,  in  dealing 
with  the  possible  irrigation  develop¬ 
ments  south  of  the  San  Luis  unit  stated 
that  “the  winter  surplus  in  the  Delta 
could  be  pumped  through  an  enlarged 
Delta-Mendota  Canal.”  That  seemed 
to  be  the  primary  military  thing  “or 
through  a  second  canal  adjacent  to  the 
Delta-Mendota” — into  the  San  Luis 
Canal,  and  thence  into  the  potential 
Avenal  Gap  Reservoir. 

In  other  words,  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment  apparently  contemplated  that  the 
first  means  of  bringing  the  water  south 
for  the  additional  irrigation  area  would 
be  through  an  enlarged  Delta-Mendota 
Canal,  representing  an  enlargement  of 
the  Federal  investment  already  made. 

My  fine  friend  the  amiable  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  said 
on  Tuesday,  “No;  we  are  not  going  to  do 
that.  We  are  going  to  have  a  second 
canal  dug  beside  it.”  That  is  thrown  for¬ 
ward  in  the  report  as  a  possibility,  but  it 
is  a  possibility  enclosed  in  parentheses. 
Evidently  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
thought  the  main  possibility  would  be 
enlarging  the  Delta-Mendota  Canal.  I 
will  show  the  Senator  the  quotation,  so 
that  he  will  see  that  the  parentheses  are 
properly  placed,  and  he  will  not  think  I 
am  indulging  in  some  hocus-pocus. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Of  course  it  makes  no 
difference  whether  a  separate  ditch  is 
built  or  the  present  canal  is  enlarged.  In 
either  even  the  State  will  pay  the  cost. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  cost  would  be 
less  if  the  existing  Delta-Mendota  Canal 
were  enlarged,  because  there  has  been  a 
prior  Federal  investment. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  am  not  sure  the  cost 
would  be  less.  Did  the  Senator  ever  try 
to  enlarge  a  ditch? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Sometimes  it  costs  more 
to  enlarge  an  existing  ditch  than  to  dig 
a  new  one. 

Our  point  is  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  State  government  are 
jointly  using  a  dam  for  which  the  State 
government  pays  its  share.  It  puts  its 
own  cash  into  the  project.  It  operates 
its  own  pumps  and  canals.  They  are 
separate.  Water  comes  out  of  one 
spigot  and  goes  on  to  the  federally  serv¬ 
iced  area.  Water  comes  out  of  another 
spigot  and  goes  onto  the  State-serviced 
area.  We  propose  that  on  the  federally 
serviced  area  the  160-acre  limitation 
shall  apply.  We  have  said  to  the  State 
of  California,  “We  think  you  should 
have  an  acreage  limitation  if  a  subsidy 
is  involved,  and  that  the  State  legisla¬ 
ture  should  consider  that  question.” 
The  Governor  has  agreed  to  do  it.  I 
have  a  telegram  from  him  which  says 
so.  If  the  State  wishes  to  apply  the 
160-acre  limitation,  that  is  within  the 
power  of  the  State,  and  should  be,  let 


me  say  to  the  distinguished  former  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  . 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Does  the  junior 
Senator  from  California  say  that  the 
Governor  of  California,  Hon.  Pat  Brown, 
is  in  favor  of  section  6(a)  ? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  No;  I  do  not. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  cleared  up  that  point,  because  I 
did  not  believe  he  was.  Pat  Brown,  as 
attorney  general,  made  a  great  fight  to 
uphold  the  160-acre  limitation.  I  could 
not  believe  that  as  Governor  he  would 
do  something  contrary  to  his  policy  as 
attorney  general.  I  hope  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Party  of  California  does  not  come 
out  in  defense  of  the  large  landowners. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  certainly  will. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  Governor  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  thinks  exactly  as  I  do  on  this 
subject;  namely,  that  it  makes  no  differ¬ 
ence  whether  section  6(a)  is  in  the  bill 
or  out  of  the  bill,  because  the  Federal 
law  will  not  apply  to  the  State-serviced 
areas  anyway. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  May  I  say  to  my  good 
friend - 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  only  reason  6(a) 
was  put  in  the  bill  in  the  first  place  was 
to  give  additional  assurance  to  some 
people. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  To  what  people? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  To  the  people  of  south- 
'ern  California. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Was  it  to  the  people 
of  southern  California,  or  to  the  large 
landowners  in  the  Central  Valley  and  the 
railways  and  the  oil  companies,  who  have 
dominated  politics  in  California  for  70 
years? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  They  wanted  us  to  re¬ 
state  the  law.  I  never  believe  in  re¬ 
stating  the  law.  However,  the  language 
is  in  the  bill.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
I  claim  that  the  Senator’s  amendment 
will  not  do  what  he  says  it  will  do.  The 
Federal  reclamation  law  will  not  apply 
to  any  State-serviced  areas  outside  the 
Federal  project.  It  does  not  make  a  bit 
of  difference  to  me  whether  the  section 
is  in  the  bill  or  out  of  it.  However,  I 
think  it  is  just  as  well  to  reaffirm  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  section  6(a)  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Jor¬ 
dan  in  the  chair).  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Section  6(a)  of  the  bill  is  as  follows: 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  provisions  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  shall  not  be  applicable  to 
water  deliveries  or  to  the  use  of  drainage  fa¬ 
cilities  serving  lands  under  contract  with 
the  State  to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside  of 
the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  de¬ 
scribed  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  entitled  "San  Luis  Unit,  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  Project”,  dated  December  17,  1956. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  if  that 
section  is  included  it  will  be  clear  that 
the  Federal  reclamation  law  does  not 
apply  to  the  500,000  acres  to  be  added 
after  the  first  500,000  acres,  and  that 
there  will  be  no  limitation  there;  whereas 
if  it  is  eliminated,  I  personally  believe 
that  the  Federal  reclamation  law  will 
apply.  At  least  there  is  a  very  good 
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chance  that  it  will  prevail  in  the  absence 
of  State  legislation  to  the  contrary. 

While  it  is  probably  not  possible  to 
pass  a  160-acre  limitation  law  in  the 
California  legislature,  with  its  Arthur 
Samishes - 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Arthur  Samish  is  out  of 
there  now. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Since  it  was  not  pos¬ 
sible  to  pass  any  legislation  there  up¬ 
holding  the  160-acre  limitation  in  the 
past,  I  cannot  believe  that  the  California 
Legislature,  much  as  it  has  improved, 
will  pass  such  a  law  in  the  future. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  May  I  read  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  the  telegram  from  Governor  Brown, 
to  which  the  Senator  has  referred? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  It  reads: 

Sacramento,  Calif.,  May  7,  1959. 
Senator  Clair  Engle, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Having  seen  many  statements  in  the  press 
regarding  the  application  of  the  Federal  rec¬ 
lamation  laws  to  the  San  Luis  project,  I 
wish  to  reiterate  what  I  have  said  in  the 
past  regarding  this  matter.  Upon  the  basis 
of  my  own  legal  analysis  and  that  of  all  my 
legal  advisors  I  am  convinced  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  laws  do  and  will  apply  to 
all  Federal  facilities  and  service  areas  of  the 
San  Luis  project.  In  addition,  with  or  with¬ 
out  the  language  contained  in  section  6(a) 
under  S.  44,  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
do  not  and,  in  my  view,  should  not  apply  to 
the  State  facilities  and  State  service  areas 
of.  the  project.  I  am,  and  I  believe  that  the 
California  Legislature  also  is,  opposed  to  any 
unjust  enrichment  or  monopolization  of 
benefits  by  owners  of  large  landholdings  as 
a  result  of  either  Federal  or  State  operation. 

However,  I  feel  that  the  handling  of  this 
matter,  insofar  as  State  activities  are  con¬ 
cerned  in  relation  to  this  project  or  other 
State  construction,  should  come  as  a  result 
of  State  legislation.  I  intend,  at  an  appro¬ 
priate  time  and  before  contracts  are  exe¬ 
cuted,  to  take  this  matter  up  with  the 
California  Legislature  in  order  to  preclude 
the  undesirable  results  which  I  have  de¬ 
scribed,  but  I  firmly  believe  that  this  matter 
should  not  delay  either  Federal  or  State 
authorization  or  construction. 

Edmund  G.  Brown, 

Governor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  With  all  due  defer¬ 
ence  to  my  friend  from  California,  I 
would  regard  that  as  a  clothespin  opin¬ 
ion  on  both  sides  of  the  question. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  agree  with  me  that  he,  being  the 
author  of  the  amendment - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Only  one  of  the  au¬ 
thors. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  the  Senator  be- 
Heve  that  he  and  the  two  Senators  from 
Oregon,  as  cosponsors  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  believe  that  the  only  legal  opin¬ 
ion  in  which  we  are  now  interested  is 
the  legal  opinion  of  a  court  of  final  ju¬ 
risdiction,  not  the  legal  opinion  of  Pat 
Brown,  Governor  of  California,  who  in 
this  instance  is  a  special  pleader  and  is 
really  a  party  to  the  dispute? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  say  it  is  perfectly 
clear  to  my  mind  that  if  section  6(a) 
remains  in  the  bill,  the  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  law  will  not  apply  to  the  second 
500,000  acres  to  be  brought  under  culti¬ 
vation,  and  that  if  the  160-acre  limita¬ 


tion  is  to  be  applied  there,  it  will  have 
to  be  by  State  action.  Furthermore,  the 
strategic  defense  of  the  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion  in  the  first  500,000  acres  will  be  mor¬ 
tally  weakened. 

Governor  Brown  can  pledge  his  word 
that  he  will  try  to  have  passed  a  bill 
calling  for  a  160-acre  liimtation.  No 
doubt  he  is  a  man  of  his  word.  There 
was  a  great  Governor  of  California  be¬ 
fore  him,  in  the  person  of  the  present 
Chief  Justice  of  the  United  States,  Earl 
Warren,  whom  I  regard  as  the  greatest 
living  American.  He,  too,  had  measures 
which  he  put  before  the  California  Legis¬ 
lature  which  was  controlled  by  his  own 
party,  and  yet  he  could  not  get  anywhere 
with  them  because  the  California  Legis¬ 
lature  was  dominated  by  a  man  named 
Arthur  Samish.  I  am  not  quite  certain 
where  Arthur  Samish  is  now.  But  no 
doubt  he  wears  a  neat  gray  suit  some¬ 
where  in  some  country  club.  He  domi¬ 
nated  a  California  Legislature — - — 

Mr.  ENGLE.  We  now  have  a  Dem¬ 
ocratic  Legislature,  for  the  first  time  in 
75  years. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  know  it  will  be 
better.  However,  we  have  a  few  sinners 
too,  in  our  camp.  Having  studied  the 
activities  of  Mr.  Samish,  I  know  that 
he  did  not  draw  any  party  lines  when 
he  financed  a  few  weak,  compliant  Dem¬ 
ocrats,  just  as  he  would  pick  out  many 
w,eak  and  compliant  Republicans.  I 
know  he  never  financed  either  the 
senior  or  the  junior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  but  he  did  finance  weak  tem- 
perments. 

Mr.  MORSE.  M\  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  say,  in  this 
repartee,  that  I  am  not  very  much  im¬ 
pressed  by  what  my  good  friend  from 
California  has  said  about  a  Demo¬ 
cratic  Legislature  in  California.  We 
have  a  Democratic  Congress.  So  what? 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  ask - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  just  doubt  whether 
the  California  Legislature  could  be  in¬ 
duced  to  pass  a  160-acre  limitation. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  It  pains  me  to  see  some 
injury  done  by  reference  to  what  a 
Democratic  Legislature  will  not  do  and 
by  what  a  Democratic  Congress  will  not 
do.  We  ought  to  do  this  in  private. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  knows 
what  the  system  of  representation  in 
the  California  State  Senate  is.  The 
California  State  Senate  is  one  of  the 
most  grossly  gerrymandered  legislative 
bodies  in  the  country.  The  county  of 
Los  Angeles,  with  a  population  of  some¬ 
thing  like  7  million,  has  one  State  Sen¬ 
ator  in  the  State  Senate. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  State  of  Nevada 
has  2  United  States  Senators. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What  bearing  has 
that? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  State  of  Nevada 
has  2  United  States  Senator's.  The  great 
State  of  California,  with  15  million  peo¬ 
ple,  has  only  2  United  States  Senators. 
We  are  not  any  worse  gerrymandered 
there  than  here. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  We  are  gerryman¬ 
dered  here,  but  it  results  from  a  condi¬ 


tion  which  was  adopted  in  1787.  The 
provision  with  regard  to  two  Senators 
from  each  State  is  the  only  clause  of  the 
Constitution  which  cannot  be  amended. 
We  have  to  live  under  it.  We  writhe 
under  it,  but  we  have  to  abide  by  it. 

However,  if  I  may  come  back  to  what 
I  was  saying,  I  am  sure  the  Senator  will 
not  defend  the  gerrymandered  system 
in  the  California  Senate,  under  which 
the  county  of  Los  Angeles,  with  a  7  mil¬ 
lion  population,  has  only  one  Senator  in 
the  State  Senate;  whereas  3  mountain 
counties,  with  populations  of  approxi¬ 
mately  30,000  also  have  one  State  Sen¬ 
ator.  As  a  result  the  control  in  the 
California  Senate  is  still  in  the  hands 
of  the  small  counties,  which  can  be 
bought  up  by  the  private  utilities  and 
big  land  interests.  That  condition  has 
corrupted  democratic  representation  in 
California  for  70  years. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  In  other  States  as 
well. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  a  common 
weakness  in  most  industrial  States. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  believe  it  is  rather 
hazardous  to  anticipate  that,  even 
though  the  Governor  recommends  ac¬ 
tion  with  positiveness,  his  recommenda¬ 
tion  will  be  carried  into  effect. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  We  know  that  there 
are  great  uncertainties  between  what  a 
governor  wants  and  what  the  legislature 
is  willing  to  do. 

Based  upon  what  the  junior  Senator 
from  California  has  said,  I  understand 
that,  in  substance,  he  takes  the  position 
that  it  makes  no  difference  whether  sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  is  in  the  bill  or  not  in  it. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  That  is  correct,  because 
it  is  surplusage.  It  is  a  restatement  of 
what  the  law  is.  Striking  it  out  will  not 
make  any  difference.  I  said  that  on 
Tuesday  afternoon.  I  do  not  believe 
that  striking  the  provision  will  apply  the 
Federal  reclamation  law  in  State-serv¬ 
iced  areas. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Knowing  that  there 
are  Senators  who  would  vote  for  the  bill 
with  that  section  eliminated,  why  do  not 
the  sponsors  consent  that  it  be  stricken, 
if  it  makes  no  difference? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  wondered 
about  that  myself. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  am  not  the  author  of 
the  provision. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  will  not  vote  for  the 
bill  as  it  is.  If  the  section  is  stricken,  I 
will  vote  for  it.  If  it  makes  no  differ¬ 
ence,  why  not  strike  it? 

Mr.  .DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  who 
has  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  When  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  was  in  college  he  was  not  a 
very  good  football  player.  His  reactions 
were  slow.  He  could  never  make  the 
backfield,  but  he  was  allowed  to  play  in 
the  line.  When  the  opposing  team 
launched  a  play  at  the  line,  it  was  not 
thought  to  be  proper  for  the  lineman  to 
step  aside  and  let  the  ball  carrier  for 
the  opposing  team  go  through,  in  the 
expectation  that  the  backfield  would 
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then  tackle  the  man  and  bring  him 
down.  One  had  to  do  his  best  to  stop 
the  opposing  ball  carrier  at  the  line  or 
behind  it. 

What  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Enole]  is  saying  is  that  the  line  is 
the  Federal  Government.  But  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  should  make  no  effort 
according  to  the  sponsors  of  6(a)  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  people  and  the  purpose  of  the 
farm  policy.  Let  the  big  lawmakers 
go  through,  they  say,  so  far  as  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  concerned,  and  de¬ 
pend  upon  the  State  of  California — or 
the  backfield. 

In  the  first  place,  I  say:  Stop  them 
at  the  line.  Second,  I  do  not  have  too 
much  confidence  in  the  backfield,  know¬ 
ing  something  about  the  past  history 
of  the  California  Legislature. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  a  point 
of  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Will  the  Presiding  Of¬ 
ficer  advise  the  Senate  whether  or  not 
it  is  within  the  rules  for  a  Senator  to 
speak  disparagingly  of  another  Senator’s 
State,  or  of  the  government  or  the  gov¬ 
ernmental  operations  of  another  Sen¬ 
ator’s  State? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Rule 
XIX,  section  3,  prohibits  that. 

No  Senator  in  debate  shall  refer  offen¬ 
sively  to  any  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  simply  respectfully 
ask  that  the  Chair  enforce  that  rule 
of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  argue  that  point.  I  was  not 
referring  disrespectfully  to  the  State  of 
California;  I  was  referring  disrespect¬ 
fully  to  Mr.  Arthur  Samish  and  to  the 
people  who  have  ruled  the  California 
Legislature. 

The  State  of  California  is  a  marvelous 
State.  It  has  a  beautiful  climate,  marvel¬ 
ous  scenery,  fine  people,  and  a  great 
line  of  fine  statesmen,  such  as  Hiram 
Johnson,  Earl  Warren,  Pat  Brown,  the 
junior  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Engle],  and  the  senior  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  .  All  of  them 
are  fine  men.  But  I  am  not  very  keen 
about  Mr.  Arthur  Samish  and  the  forces 
behind  Mr.  Arthur  Samish.  I  never 
thought  Mayor  Schmidt  was  a  good 
mayor  of  San  Francisco. 

If  the  Senator  from  California  is  say¬ 
ing,  “If  you  say  anything  about  Sam¬ 
ish,  you  are  talking  about  the  State  of 
California,”  I  do  not  regard  Samish  as 
embodying  California.  I  am  trying  to 
prevent  California  from  being  included 
with  Samish  and  his  crowd. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  believe  that  the  subject  of  gerry¬ 
mandering  is  a  proper  subject  for  de¬ 
bate  and  discussion  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  certainly  do.  Cali¬ 
fornia,  unfortunately,  is  one  of  the 
worst  examples.  Rhode  Island,  New 
York,  and  Michigan  are  also  examples. 
Illinois,  too,  has  some  gerrymandering. 


Mr.  MORSE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  think  that  by  the  slightest 
stretch  of  the  imagination  rule  XIX 
applies  to  the  discussion  of  the  subject 
of  gerrymandering  in  the  American 
system,  as  illustrated  by  the  example 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  pointed  out 
with  respect  to  Los  Angeles?  Does  he 
think  that  when  he  discusses  gerry¬ 
mandering  from  the  standpoint  of  spe¬ 
cific  instances,  it  is  in  any  way  a  vio¬ 
lation  of  rule  XIX,  which  provides  that 
a  Senator  must  not  speak  disparagingly 
of  a  State?  Or  would  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  wish  me  to  propound  that  ques¬ 
tion  as  a  parliamentary  inquiry  to  the 
Presiding  Officer  of  the  Senate? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  will  be  very  glad 
to  have  the  Senator  from  Oregon  do 
that.  Rule  XIX,  section  3,  provides: 

No  Senator  in  debate  shall  refer  offen¬ 
sively  to  any  State  of  the  Union. 

It  was  not  the  intention  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  to  refer  offensively  to 
the  State  of  California.  But  if  in  the 
debate  a  discussion  of  gerrymandering 
in  California,  political  manipulations  in 
California,  and  the  political  activities  of 
the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  are  con¬ 
sidered  derogatory  to  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  will 
accept  any  rebuke  which  the  Chair 
wishes  to  administer  and  will  ask  that 
the  objected  to  language  be  stricken 
from  the  Record. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  a  very  impor¬ 
tant  parliamentary  question  has  been 
raised.  I  am  sorry  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  had  to  raise  it,  but  he  has. 
I  think  we  had  better  ascertain  whether 
the  subject  of  gerrymandering  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  the  possibility  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  California  getting  any  favor¬ 
able  legislation  from  the  Legislature  of 
California,  as  he  indicates  in  his  tele¬ 
gram  he  will  try  to  do,  is  in  fact  out  of 
order.  If  it  is,  I  think  we  had  better 
pause  long  enough  in  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  to  amend  our  rules,  be¬ 
cause  we  certainly  owe  it  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  to  discuss  objections  to  our 
form  of  Government,  and  gerrymander¬ 
ing  is  one  of  the  most  serious  ones. 

Therefore,  I  propound  the  parliamen¬ 
tary  inquiry  whether  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  was  out  of  order,  under  rule 
XIX,  in  respect  to  the  discussion  of 
gerrymandering  of  which  he  has  cited 
Los  Angeles  County  as  a  good  example. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  First,  let  me  make  a 
statement:  then  I  shall  yield.  I  notice 
that  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel]  has  left  the  Chamber.  But  if 
he  or  any  other  Senator  will  move  that 
the  alleged  offensive  words  be  read  for 
the  benefit  of  the  Presiding  Officer  and 
the  Senate,  and  if  the  Presiding  Officer 
then  rules  that  they  are  out  of  order, 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  will,  of  course, 
abide  by  the  ruling  which  is  made. 

I  now  yield  to  the  junior  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  If  I  am  not  mis¬ 
taken  in  my  recollection,  some  very 
properly  harsh  words  were  spoken  re¬ 
cently  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  about 


the  terrible,  shocking  lynching  which 
occured  at  Poplarville,  Miss.  Is  not  that 
correct? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  was  not  on  the 
floor,  if  that  happened.  However,  I  be¬ 
lieve  attention  was  called  to  it. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Certainly  that 
would  not  be  considered  as  any  criti¬ 
cism  of  or  attack  upon  the  decent,  law- 
abiding  people  of  Mississippi,  who  I  am 
sure  are  in  the  great  majority  in  that 
State. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  a  ruling  on  my  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
permission  to  take  my  seat  while  the 
ruling  is  made.  With  the  understanding 
that  I  do  not  lose  the  floor,  I  ask  per¬ 
mission  of  the  Chair  that  I  may  be  seat¬ 
ed  while  the  Chair  rules  on  this  question. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Under  the  provisions  of  rule  XIX,  the 
Chair  does  not  rule  unless  a  Senator  is 
called  to  order,  in  which  case  the  Chair 
has  no  authority  to  rule  upon  the  ques¬ 
tion.  The  Chair  merely  tells  the  Senator 
to  take  his  seat.  That  has  not  been  done 
in  this  case. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  understand  the  op¬ 
eration  of  rule  XIX.  I  simply  think, 
Mr.  President,  that  it  happens  to  be  our 
duty  in  the  Senate,  in  the  course  of  de¬ 
bate,  when  we  think  in  connection  with 
a  particular  legislative  issue  that  a  State 
policy  is  not  in  the  public  interest,  to 
say  so. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois,  during  the 
course  of  the  debate,  has  not  been  moti¬ 
vated  in  his  statements  by  any  spirit 
of  disparaging  the  great  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  which  is  a  neighbor  of  my  State, 
and  which  I  frequently  am  heard  to  say 
has  within  it  what  I  consider  to  be  my 
second  home,  San  Francisco,  where  I 
spent  so  much  time  in  years  gone  by. 
We  are  dealing  here  with  a  policy  of  the 
State  of  California  which  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  and  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon  do  not  think  is  in  the  public 
interest. 

Certainly  rule  XIX  does  not  contem¬ 
plate  that  we  are  estopped  from  point¬ 
ing  out  what  we  consider  to  be  a  policy 
of  the  State  which  is  not  in  the  public 
interest,  without  having  our  lips  sealed 
here  under  rule  XIX  under  the  conten¬ 
tion  that  we  are  speaking  disparagingly 
of  a  State.  I  respectfully  submit  that 
rule  XIX  goes  to  the  question  of  intent 
on  the  part  of  the  debater  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

If  we  feel  it  is  necessary  to  point  out 
what  we  as  Senators  considered  to  be  a 
wrong  policy  on  the  part  of  a  State  with 
respect  to  some  legislative  issue  before 
the  Senate,  then  certainly  we  cannot  be 
considered,  under  rule  XIX,  as  speaking 
disparagingly  of  the  State. 

Therefore,  if  the  senior  Senator  from 
California  wishes  to  invoke  rule  XIX, 
as  he  has,  he  ought  to  ask  for  its  appli¬ 
cation,  so  that  one  does  not  find  himself 
in  the  position  I  now  rightfully  find  my¬ 
self  by  the  ruling  of  the  Chair,  because 
I  think  the  ruling  is  completely  correct. 
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The  Chair  cannot  rule  on  a  point  of 
order  until  a  point  of  order  has  been 
made  by  a  Senator  under  rule  XIX. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand  the  parliamentary  situation, 
my  good  friend,  the  senior  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  has  raised  a 
question  as  to  whether  I  violated  rule 
XIX;  but  he,  himself,  did  not  make  a 
formal  point  of  order;  and  the  Chair 
ruled  that  since  no  formal  point  of  order 
had  been  made,  therefore  it  was  proper 
for  me  to  proceed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Jor¬ 
dan  in  the  chair).  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  the  floor;  and  he  may  pro- 
ceed. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  my  statement  a 
correct  one? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  no¬ 
tice  that  my  good  friend,  the  Senator 
from  California,  has  returned  to  the 
floor.  I  wish  to  say  that  if  he  did  make 
such  a  point  of  order,  and  if  the  Chair 
wishes  to  rule  on  the  point  of  order,  of 
course  I  shall  abide  by  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  may  proceed. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
peat  to  my  good  friend,  the  Senator 
from  California — since  he  has  now  re¬ 
turned  to  the  Chamber — that  if  he  now 
wishes  to  make  a  formal  point  of  order 
that,  under  rule  XIX,  certain  statements 
by  me  should  be  stricken  from  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  I  shall  appreciate  it  very  much  if 
he  will  make  such  a  point  of  order,  so 
that  the  Chair  may  rule  on  the  ques¬ 
tion.  If  the  Senator  from  California 
does  not  wish  to  make  such  a  point  of 
order,  then  I  should  like  to  have  the 
privilege  of  proceeding  with  my  argu¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  to  my  very  able  colleague,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois,  that  I  think  all  of 
us  should  be  careful  in  the  language 
we  use  in  referring  to  the  States  repre¬ 
sented  by  other  Members. 

I  am  very  fond  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  and  I  have  a  great  deal  of  re¬ 
spect  for  him.  So  let  us  now  forget 
about  the  matter  to  which  I  referred. 

But  I  hope  all  of  us  will  be  more  care¬ 
ful — in  line  with  what  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  StennisI  admonished 
all  of  us  about,  a  little  earlier  today. 
Perhaps  we  can  have  a  little  more  cour¬ 
tesy  and  dignity  and  a  little  less  vin¬ 
dictiveness.  Then  everyone  will  be  a 
little  happier. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  California  will  point  out 
any  lack  of  courtesy  by  me  or  any  lack 
of  dignity  by  me,  and  if  such  a  point 
of  order  is  upheld  by  the  Chair,  I  shall 
be  very  glad  to  apologize.  But  in  de¬ 
fault  of  the  raising  of  such  a  specific 
issue,  I  should  like  to  have  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  proceeding  with  my  remarks. 
However,  first  I  wish  to  give  the  Senator 
from  California  an  opportunity  to  make 
any  charges  he  may  .wish  to  make 
against  me. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  First,  I  think  we 
should  give  the  Senator  from  California 


a  chance  to  make  any  charges  he  may 
wish  to  make  about  a  lack  of  dignify  or 
about  vindictive  statements  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  address  my¬ 
self  to  that  very  matter,  if  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  will  yield  to  me. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Very  well;  I  am  glad 
to  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  rise  as  a  witness  on 
behalf  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois.  I 
have  listened  to  every  word  of  the  de¬ 
bate;  and  I  wish  to  state  that  I  believe  it 
is  clear  that  the  statement  the  senior 
Senator  from  California  has  made  is  not 
warranted — in  other  words,  that  any 
changes  in  regard  to  a  possible  violation 
by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Doug¬ 
las]  of  rule  XIX  are  not  warranted. 

In  my  opinion,  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  has  done  a  magnificant  job,  a  cour¬ 
ageous  job,  and  a  forthright  job  in  dis¬ 
cussing  the  merits  of  this  issue;  and  he 
has  done  so  within  the  rules.  So,  Mr. 
President,  in  my  judgment  there  is  no 
basis  for  the  slightest  implication  that 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  has  in  any  way 
violated  rule  XIX. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

However,  if  I  have  violated  rule  XIX, 
of  course,  I  should  be  admonished  and 
censured.  So  in  all  humility  I  shall 
submit  myself  to  the  ruling  of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  I  take  it  that  the  silence 
indicates  that  no  charges  are  to  be  pre¬ 
ferred  against  me. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  attempting  to 
point  out  that  if  section  6(a)  is  retained 
in  the  bill,  we  cannot  depend  upon  Fed¬ 
eral  law  to  apply  the  160-acre  limitation 
to  the  second  500,000-acre  block  of  land 
which  will  come  under  irrigation,  and 
that  then  the  only  resort  will  be  to  the 
California  State  Legislature.  Now  I 
wish  to  choose  my  words  very  carefully. 
I  wish  to  say  this:  That  is  a  feeble  reed 
to  lean  upon;  and  if  this  be  a  reflection 
on  the  State  of  California,  if  this  be  trea¬ 
son,  I  am  afraid  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  will  have  to  make  the  most  of  it. 
The  Senate  of  the  California  Legislature 
is  gerrymandered;  and  the  mountain 
counties,  which  have  a  very  small  frac¬ 
tion  of  the  total  population  of  the  State, 
have  control  of  the  California  Senate. 
Those  mountain  counties  are  no  more 
interested  in  the  irrigation  counties  or 
areas  of  the  Central  Valley  than  they  are 
in  Los  Angeles  or  in  San  Francisco  Bay. 
One  cannot  depend  on  that  legislature. 

Furthermore,  if  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  wishes  me  to  do  so,  I  can  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Congressional  Record  articles  from 
Collier’s  Weekly,  in  times  past,  describ¬ 
ing  the  activities  of  Mr.  Arthur  Samish 
and  the  control  he  had  over  the  Califor¬ 
nia  Legislature.  If  that  be  treason 
against  California,  we  shall  have  to  refer 
to  Collier’s  Weekly,  which  is  now  de-, 
funct;  but  I  suppose  there  are  assets  of 
the  Crowell  Publishing  Co.  which  could 
be  attached. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  very  much  that 
we  can  establish  friendly  relations  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  who  is  one  of  the  finest  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  body.  This  is  the  first  time 
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in  our  many  years  of  service  together 
that  we  have  had  the  slightest  degree  of 
personal  difference. 

I  wish  to  give  both  the  senior  Senator 
from  Cailfomia  and  the  junior  Senator 
from  California  an  opportunity  to  square 
themselves  before  the  court  of  public 
opinion,  by  withdrawing  section  6(a). 

Mr.  President,  as  the  fine  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  has  said,  I 
wish  to  state  that  if  section  6(a)  re¬ 
mains  in  the  bill,  I  will  fight  the  bill 
on  the  beaches,  in  the  streets,  and  in 
the  fields.  But  if  section  6(a)  and  the 
other  phrase  on  page  3,  specified  in  our 
amendment,  are  eliminated  from  the 
bill,  then  I  shall  support  the  bill — al¬ 
though  not  with  too  great  enthusiasm, 
because  it  will  hurt  my  section  of  the 
country;  but  then  I  shall  support  the  bill 
in  the  national  interest. 

So  in  the  interest  of  California  and  in 
the  interest  of  the  fine  reputation  of 
the  senior  Senator  from  California — 
and  I  mean  that;  I  am  not  attempt¬ 
ing  to  “butter  him  up;”  he  is  one  of  the 
finest  Members  of  this  body — I  hope  he 
will  agree  to  our  amendment  to  .strike 
out  section  6(a). 

Mr.  President,  I  think  I  have  said 
enough;  and  I  am  ready  to  yield  the 
floor.  I  now  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
section  6(a)  of  the  bill  is  a  bad  provi¬ 
sion.  I  think  it  is  bad  so  far  as  the 
public  interest  is  concerned,  just  as  are 
bad  nominations.  Therefore,  I  rise  to 
make  a  record  against  it  at  some  length, 
but  before  I  do  so  I  want  to  pay  a  tribute 
first  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  and 
then  to  two  non-Senators. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  comes  from 
a  Midwest  State.  He  comes  from  a  great 
industrial  State.  He  comes  from  a  State 
the  people  of  which,  except  that  they 
also  have  a  national  stake  in  sound  re¬ 
clamation  projects,  cannot  be  considered 
to  be,  as  of  now,  directly  concerned  in  a 
piece  of  legislation  such  as  that  pending 
before  the  Senate. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  think  it  is 
a  remarkable  thing  and  good  proof  of 
the  statesmanship  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  that  he  has  taken  the  lead,  as 
he  did  last  Tuesday,  and  he  has  again 
today,  in  seeking  to  protect  the  public 
interest  against  the  great  wrong  which 
I  think  the  retention  of  section  6(a)  in 
the  bill  would  do  to  our  country.  So  I, 
as  one  colleague,  thank  him  very  much 
for  his  leadership  in  this  issue.  I  was 
proud,  as  I  am  sure  my  junior  colleague 
was,  to  join  with  him  in  fighting  for 
what  we  think  is  a  very  vital  principle  in 
the  whole  field  of  vital  natural  resources, 
involving  not  our  generation  alone,  or 
not  so  much  our  generation  as  future 
generations.  My  speech  will  bear  in  no 
small  degree  on  that  facet  of  the 
problem. 

In  my  opinion,  too  often  the  public 
is  not  fully  aware  of  the  sources  of  much 
of  the  information  which  we  Senators 
use  in  debate,  and  frequently  is  not  so 
familiar  as  it  probably  should  be  with 
the  fact  that  we  have  some  wonderful 
assistants  and  researchers  associated 
with  us.  True,  we  use  the  Library  of 
Congress.  True,  we  use  other  research 
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agencies.  But  we  also  have  research  as¬ 
sistants  assigned  to  us  in  our  offices.  I 
should  like  to  pay  tribute  to  a  great 
administrative  assistant,  assigned  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas], 
who  does  not  have  the  slightest  idea  that 

I  am  going  to  refer  to  him.  I  refer  to 
Frank  McCulloch,  who  is  assigned  to  the 
office  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois.  I 
think  he  is  one  of  the  keenest  research 
men  on  the  Hill,  and  a  truly  dedicated 
public  servant  behind  the  scenes.  He  is 
a  thorough  student  of  every  subject  he 
takes  up. 

It  was  a  matter  of  great  pleasure  for 
me  to  sit  here  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
and  watch  the  Senator  from  Illinois  this 
afternoon  as  he  submitted  valuable  in¬ 
formation  and  made  the  arguments  on 
this  issue,  so  ably  assisted  by  his  great 
administrative  assistant,  Frank  McCul¬ 
loch,  who  sat  at  his  right  arm  all  the 
time,  and  really  constituted  a  reservoir 
of  knowledge  of  the  facts  which  are  in¬ 
volved  in  this  complicated  bill. 

Likewise,  I  want  to  pay  an  equal  com¬ 
pliment  to  my  administrative  assistant, 
Mr.  William  Berg,  Jr.,  who  will  probably 
roundly  scold  me  when  I  get  back  to  my 
office.  Mr.  Berg  graduated  from  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Oregon  School  of  Law,  during 
my  deanship  of  the  law  school  in  1931. 
He  was  with  me  in  1937  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice.  He  was  with  me  on  the 
National  War  Labor  Board  as  my  first 
assistant.  He  is  with  me  now  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  of  the  United  States. 

I  think  men  such  as  McCulloch  and 
Berg  deserve  the  recognition  which  I 
seek  to  give  them  in  the  Record  this  aft¬ 
ernoon. 

There  are  many  more  administrative 
assistants,  research  assistants,  and  leg¬ 
islative  assistants  who  do  a  grand  job 
of  research  for  Members  of  the  U.S.  Sen¬ 
ate  and  whose  work  makes  it  possible 
for  us  to  come  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
prepared  to  participate  in  debate  on 
highly  complicated  economic  and  other 
types  of  problems. 

I  was  moved  this  afternoon  as  I 
watched  the  Senator  from  Illinois  do 
the  masterful  job  he  did,  and  realizing 
that  that  great  right  arm  of  his,  figura¬ 
tively  speaking,  was  sitting  alongside 
of  him — and  I  refer  to  Mr.  Frank  Mc¬ 
Culloch — I  thought  this  tribute  was 
long  overdue.  I  am  pleased  to  pay  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  very  glad  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  paid  a  tribute 
both  to  Mr.  McCulloch  and  to  Mr.  Berg. 
Mr.  McCulloch  has  been  associated  with 
me  ever  since  I  came  to  the  Senate  some 

II  years  ago.  I  have  never  known  a 
more  able,  devoted,  and  unselfish  man 
than  he.  I  have  never  known  him  to 
make  a  misstatement. 

I  have  never  known  him  to  depart 
from  the  truth  in  the  slightest  degree. 
I  have  always  found  him  to  be  swayed 
by  the  public  interest.  He  is  excessively 
modest.  I  would  have  been  a  far  worse 
Senator  if  it  had  hot  been  for  him.  I 
have  a  feeling  of  great  humility  in  as¬ 
sociating  with  him. 

I  frequently  find  that  bright  people 
are  not  particularly  good,  and  that  good 


people  are  not  particularly  bright,  but 
Mr.  McCulloch  is  a  rare  combination  of 
goodness  and  brightness.  To  my  mind, 
he  is  indeed  something  of  a  miracle.  I 
am  very  happy  that  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  paid  tribute  to  him.  In  fact, 
I  only  wish  Mr.  McCulloch  were  in  the 
Chamber  to  hear  these  words.  I  think 
he  will  read  them  in  the  Congressional 
Record  tomorrow. 

I  will  also  say,  judging  from  what  I 
have  seen  of  Mr.  Berg,  he  is  of  the  same 
stamp. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  would  expect  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  to  say  what  he  has 
said  about  Frank  McCulloch,  and  I  want 
to  say  that  everything  which  has  been 
said  about  Frank  McCulloch  applies 
equally  to  my  administrative  assistant, 
Bill  Berg. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  proceed  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  bill,  supplementing  the  remarks 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  President,  many  years  ago  a  great 
American  said : 

The  creation  of  small  Irrigated  farms 
under  the  Reclamation  Act  is  a  powerful 
offset  to  the  tendency  of  certain  other  laws 
to  foster  or  permit  monopoly  of  the  land. 
Under  that  act  the  construction  of  great  ir- 
rigaion  works  has  been  proceeding  rapidly 
and  successfully,  the  land  reclaimed  are 
eagerly  taken  up,  and  the  prospect  that  the 
policy  of  national  irrigation  will  accomplish 
all  that  was  expected  of  it  is  bright. 

The  Reclamation  Act  drives  much  of  its 
value  from  the  fact  that  it  tends  to  secure 
the  greatest  possible  number  of  homes  on 
the  land,  and  to  create  communities  of  free¬ 
holders,  in  part  by  settlement  on  public 
lands,  in  part  by  forcing  the  subdivision  of 
large  private  holdings  before  they  can  get 
water  from  Government  irrigation  works. 
The  law  requires  that  no  right  to  the  use  of 
water  for  land  in  private  ownership  shall  be 
sold  for  a  tract  exceeding  160  acres  to  any 
one  landowner.  This  provision  has  excited 
active  and  powerful  hostility,  but  the  suc¬ 
cess  if  the  law  itself  depends  on  the  wise 
and  firm  enforcement  of  it.  We  cannot  af¬ 
ford  to  substitute  tenants  for  freeholders  on 
the  public  domain. 

Who  made  that  statement?  The  great 
Theodore  Roosevelt,  26th  President  of 
the  United  States,  in  his  fifth  annual 
message  of  December  5,  1905. 

Two  years  later  Theodore  Roosevelt, 
in  his  seventh  annual  message  of  De¬ 
cember  3,  1907,  made  these  memorable 
remarks : 

Irrigation  should  be  far  more  extensively 
developed  than  at  present,  not  only  in  the 
States  of  the  Great  Plains  and  the  Rocky 
Mountains,  but  in  many  others,  as,  for  in¬ 
stance,  in  large  portions  of  the  South  At¬ 
lantic  and  Gulf  States,  where  it  should  go 
hand  in  hand  with  the  reclamation  of 
swampland.  The  Federal  Government 
should  seriously  devote  itself  to  this  task, 
realizing  that  utilization  of  waterways  and 
waterpower,  forestry,  irrigation,  and  the 
reclamation  of  lands  threatened  with  over¬ 
flow,  are  all  interdependent  parts  of  the 
same  problem.  The  work  of  the  Reclama¬ 
tion  Service  in  developing  the  larger  oppor¬ 
tunities  of  the  western  half  of  our  country 
for  irrigation  is  more  important  than  almost 
any  other  movement.  The  constant  purpose 
of  the  Government  in  connection  with  the 
Reclamation  Service  has  been  to  use  the 
water  resources  of  the  public  lands  for  the 
ultimate  greatest  good  of  the  greatest  num¬ 
ber;  in  other  words,  to  put  upon  the  land 
permanent  homemakers,  to  use  and  develop 
it  for  themselves  and  for  their  children  and 
children’s  children. 


Mr.  President,  the  comments  of  a  great 
man,  which  I  have  just  quoted,  set  a 
proper  tone  for  the  discussion  of  Senate 
bill  44,  which  is  now  pending  before  the 
Senate.  It  is  on  the  basis  of  those  great 
principles  laid  down  by  President  Theo¬ 
dore  Roosevelt  in  1905  and  1907  that  I 
propose  to  raise  my  objections  to  section 
6(a)  of  S.  44. 

Before  I  express  my  views  on  one  par¬ 
ticularly  objectionable  feature  of  this 
otherwise  good  bill,  I  wish  to  review 
briefly  some  of  the  reasons  which 
prompted  Congress  to  enact  the  Recla¬ 
mation  Law  and  its  160-acre  limitation 
on  irrigation  benefits  to  preserve  and 
protect  the  family-sized  farm. 

This  background  material  is  impor¬ 
tant,  because  S.  44,  in  my  opinion,  affects 
not  only  the  San  Luis  unit,  which  con¬ 
sists  of  approximately  450,000  acres  in 
the  Central  Valley  but  areas  adjacent  to 
the  Central  Valley  of  California  which 
might  at  some  time  be  irrigated,  either 
under  a  State  or  Federal,  or  by  a  joint 
State-Federal  program. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  the  San  Luis  bill, 
as  presently  written,  would  subvert  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  law.  It  would  tie  the 
hands  of  the  Secretary  of  Interior  in 
administering  programs  under  reclama¬ 
tion  law,  and  it  would  give  the  State  of 
California  the  veto  power  over  any  joint 
program  called  for  or  vaguely  referred 
to  in  the  bill. 

The  principle  of  reclamation  law,  as 
set  forth  in  various  statutes  over  a  period 
of  56  years,  rests  solidly  on  principles  of 
land  law  which  have  existed  ever  since 
the  founding  of  this  Nation.  The  Recla¬ 
mation  Law  of  1902  was  merely  an  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  family  farm  policy  car¬ 
ried  on  during  the  19th  century.  The 
Founding  Fathers  acted  wisely  when  this 
Nation  was  in  its  infancy,  in  curbing  the 
right  of  individuals  to  hold  landed  es¬ 
tates  intact  and  to  compel  distribution 
of  land  in  a  family.  As  early  as  1776, 
the  Legislature  of  Virginia  abolished  en¬ 
tail,  curbing  the  rights  of  individuals  to 
pass  on  to  the  oldest  son  the  entire 
estate. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  was  the  work, 
as  I  remember,  of  Thomas  Jefferson. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  was  about  to  point  out 
that  it  was  the  work  of  Thomas  Jeffer¬ 
son. 

Thomas  Jefferson  called  this  practice 
“essential  to  a  well-ordered  republic.” 
He  said  the  purpose  of  the  law  was  “to 
annul  privilege,  and  instead  of  an  aris¬ 
tocracy  of  wealth,  of  more  harm  and 
danger,  than  benefit  to  society,  to  make 
an  opening  for  the  aristocracy  of  virtue 
and  talent,  which  nature  has  wisely  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  direction  of  the  interests 
of  society,  and  scattered  with  equal  hand 
through  all  its  conditions.” 

This  view  of  Thomas  Jefferson  became 
accepted  as  a  national  policy,  as  is  evi¬ 
denced  by  the  action  of  Congress  in  at¬ 
tempting  to  secure  as  wide  a  distribu¬ 
tion  of  lands  in  the  public  domain  as  was 
economically  feasible.  Laws  were  passed 
which  made  it  possible  for  veterans  and 
others  to  carve  homes  and  farms  out  of 
the  wilderness.  Land  policy  was  imple- 
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mented  in  the  Preemption  Act  of  1841 
and  the  Homestead  Act  of  1862.  These 
laws  were  designed  to  distribute  the 
benefits  of  the  public  domain  widely  by 
favoring  actual  settlers  against  monopo¬ 
lists  and  speculators  of  that  day. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  160-acre  Homestead  Act  which, 
when  passed,  was  intended  to  apply  pri¬ 
marily  to  lands  west  of  the  Mississippi 
River,  was  also  intended  to  make  the 
great  Mississippi  Valley  the  valley  of 
democracy? 

Mr.  MORSE.  It  certainly  was. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  wide  distribution  of  the  land  and 
property  has  furnished  the  basis  for  eco¬ 
nomic  democracy  in  the  Middle  West, 
and  that  out  of  the  economic  democracy 
in  many  States  have  come  movements 
for  political  democracy;  notably,  the  La-< 
Follette  movement  and,  as  well,  the  sup¬ 
port  which  the  great  Senator  Norris  and 
others  have  received? 

Mr.  MORSE.  And  the  great  agrarian 
Populist  movement. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  is  completely  correct.  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  heard  me  say  on  another 
occasion  something  which  I  shall  repeat 
here  today,  since  it  bears  on  what  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  by  implication 
pointed  out.  We  talk  about  political  de¬ 
mocracy,  but  we  cannot  have  it  without 
economic  democracy.  We  cannot  have 
political  freedom  of  choice  for  the  indi¬ 
vidual  without  economic  freedom  of 
choice  for  the  individual.  Therefore,  I 
say  again  today  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  if  I  were  to  be  asked  to  name  one 
thing — if  I  were  limited  to  the  naming 
of  one  thing  only— which  I  think  is  the 
greatest  guarantee  of  the  perpetuity  of 
our  democratic  form  of  government, 
what  I  would  name  would  be  private 
home  ownership  in  the  city  and  family- 
farm  ownership  in  the  country.  On 
that  type  of  ownership,  I  think,  is  de¬ 
pendent,  more  than  we  sometimes  fully 
realize,  our  whole  system  of  political  and 
economic  freedom  of  choice  for  the  indi¬ 
vidual. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

^  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  remembers  the  writings  of  James 
Harrington,  the  political  thinker  of  the 
Commonwealth  period  in  England.  He 
wrote  the  book  Oceania,  in  which  he 
stated  that  he  who  is  the  bread  giver  is 
the  lawmaker.  If  a  man  feed  his  people, 
they  become  his  fiefs  and  serfs. 

Harrington  was  saying  that  the  politi- 
cal  democracy  of  the  Commonwealth 
could  be  established  on  a  firm  basis  only 
if  there  were  economic  democracy, 
breaking  up  the  large  estates  of  England, 
so  that  the  cultivator  would  be  the  land- 
owner,  instead  of  the  laborer  or  the 
tenant.  If  the  land  is  locked  up  in  huge 
holdings,  and  people  are  working  on  the 
land,  either  as  farm  laborers  or  tenants 
who  can  be  dispossessed  at  any  time. 


such  people  can  never  build  up  social 
or  political  authority. 

Mr.  MORSE.  In  my  judgment  what 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  says  is  un¬ 
answerably  correct. 

As  I  enter  upon  a  discussion  of  my 
objections  to  section  6(a)  of  the  bill,  let 
me  say  that,  in  my  judgment,  the  his¬ 
tory  of  land  economics  is  on  our  side. 
There  is  in  this  country,  an  inseparable 
relationship  between  land  economics 
and  political  democracy,  political  free¬ 
dom  of  choice. 

This  issue  cannot  be  laughed  off.  It 
should  not  be  shuffled  aside.  It  must 
not  be  treated  lightly. 

I  know  that  there  are  not  many  Sen¬ 
ators  present  at  this  hour  when  the 
Senator  from  Hlinois  and  I  are  trying 
to  call  the  attention  of  the  country  to 
the  importance  of  this  issue;  but  even 
though  many  seats  in  the  Senate  may 
be  vacant,  I  am  sure  that  once  the  peo- 
»  pie  of  the  country  know  the  facts  they 
will  stand  with  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  and  the  two  Senators  from  Oregon 
on  the  merits  of  this  issue.  I  am  also 
sure  that  other  Members  of  the  Senate 
will  stand  with  us. 

So  I  believe  that  once  again  we  are 
just  about  where  we  were  on  Tuesday 
night  in  the  Senate,  after  a  debate  on 
this  question.  We  have  made  a  record; 
and  we  will  complete  the  record  here 
tonight,  so  far  as  concerns  those  of  us 
who  are  opposed  to  section  6(a).  Let 
me  say  to  the  majority  and  minority 
leadership  that  we  believe  that,  because 
of  these  vacant  seats,  this  record  should 
be  read  before  a  vote  is  taken,  unless 
it  is  possible  for  us,  in  the  course  of  the 
debate,  to  arrive  at  an  understanding 
with  the  two  Senators  from  California. 

We  are  dealing  here  with  a  very  vital 
issue,  so  far  as  the  future  of  America’s 
land  policy  is  concerned.  When  we  deal 
with  the  question  of  land  policy,  we  are 
dealing  with  many  other  interests  of 
future  generations. 

I  am  not  inclined  to  let  this  question 
come  to  a  vote  tonight,  because  I  feel 
that  I  owe  it  to  the  great  conservationist 
groups  of  the  country,  to  the  farmers 
of  the  country,  and  particularly  the 
operators  of  family  sized  farms,  and  to 
all  the  people  of  the  Nation,  to  do  every¬ 
thing  within  my  power  to  see  to  it  that 
this  question  does  not  come  to  a  vote 
tonight.  Not  until  the  Senate  has  had 
adequate  time  to  give  consideration  to 
the  great  record  which  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  made  here  this  afternoon — 
to  which  I  hope  to  make  my  small  con¬ 
tribution — should  the  issue  come  to  a 
vote. 

Therefore,  I  think  the  leadership  of 
the  Senate  should  take  note  of  what  I 
have  said  in  regard  to  my  intention  to 
do  what  I  can  to  give  complete  assurance 
to  the  people  of  the  country  that  I  shall 
do  all  in  my  power  to  see  to  it  that  a  vote 
is  not  taken  on  this  question  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  tonight,  and  not  until  Senators  first 
have  an  opportunity  to  read  the  record 
which  the  Senator  from  Hlinois  has 
made  this  afternoon— unless,  during  the 
course  of  the  debate,  we  may  reach  an 
understanding  with  the  two  Senators 
from  California  in  respect  to  section 
6(a) . 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  cannot  imagine  any 
Senator  I  would  be  more  delighted  to 
yield  to  than  my  good  friend  from  Cali¬ 
fornia.  I  am  very  happy  to  see  him  in 
the  jovial  mood  which  the  winning  smile 
on  his  face  now  indicates.  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  my  good 
friend. 

I  join  with  him  in  feeling  that,  under 
all  relevant  considerations,  it  would  be 
quite  unwise  to  have  a  vote  tonight,  not 
merely  for  the  reason  my  able  friend  has 
outlined,  but  for  some  other  reasons 
which  he  and  I  together  might  well  con¬ 
jure  up  in  our  minds.  So  I  say  to  my 
friend  that,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
there  will  be  no  vote  tonight. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  invite  attention  to  the 
fact  that  S.  44  would  weaken  the  na¬ 
tional  policy  which  provided  a  method 
to  establish  our  agrarian  democracy, 
out  of  which  grew  our  great  industrial 
economy.  Land  is  literally  the  founda¬ 
tion  on  which  this  Nation  has  grown 
and  flourished.  Wide  distribution  of  land 
has  made  possible  our  democratic  society. 

Under  the  homestead  laws,  a  man 
could  go  out,  select  160  acres  which  was 
not  already  occupied,  drive  stakes  down, 
occupy  it  for  5  years,  and,  upon  pay¬ 
ment  of  a  small  fee,  could  obtain  title 
to  the  land.  In  the  settlement  of  the 
western  domain  in  the  19th  century, 
abuses  of  our  land  laws  crept  in  and  vest¬ 
ed  interests,  by  one  means  or  another, 
secured  title  to  vast  areas. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Have  not  some  ex¬ 
amples  of  that  situation  been  developed 
in  the  debate  on  this  measure — for  ex¬ 
ample,  the  Southern  Pacific  Land  Co.  got 
148,000  acres  as  a  bonus  for  construct¬ 
ing  a  railroad,  but  it  never  constructed 
the  railroad? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  exactly  the  type 
of  acquisition  I  referred  to  in  the  state¬ 
ment  I  just  made. 

I  asked  Senators  to  look  at  the  map 
which  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has 
made  available  to  the  Senate.  It  is  a 
checkerboard  map  which  shows  how  the 
Southern  Pacific  got  some  148,000  acres 
of  land  on  the  basis  of  the  representa¬ 
tion  to  the  Federal  Government  that  if 
that  land  were  allocated  to  it,  it  would 
build  a  railroad.  It  never  built  the  rail¬ 
road,  but  it  got  the  land. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Now  it  wants  to  hold 
onto  the  land. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  intend,  in  1959, 
to  be  a  party  to  any  arrangement,  under 
such  a  bill  as  S.  44,  which  would  permit 
such  a  landholder  to  take  advantage  of 
a  Federal  water  project  which  really  falls 
under  the  application  of  the  reclamation 
laws  of  the  country,  with  the  limitation 
of  160  acres  attached  thereto. 

It  is  an  old  story.  We  must  stand  up 
in  the  Senate  against  powerful  interests 
when  they  seek  to  execute  such  a  diabol¬ 
ical  scheme,  which  would  do  such  great 
damage  to  the  public  interest.  There  is 
no  language  I. know  of  that  could  gloss 
it  over.  There  it  is,  in  all  its  ugly  naked¬ 
ness,  in  the  pending  bill. 
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I  ask  Senators  to  look  at  the  charts  and 
maps  which  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
has  placed  upon  the  map  stands  for  in¬ 
spection  by  Senators.  They  show  what 
the  two  Senators  from  Oregon,  under  the 
leadership  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois, 
are  fighting  for  in  this  debate. 

The  Southern  Pacific  Co.  must  be 
stopped  in  this  water  grab,  not  only  the 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  but  the  other  large 
landowners  in  the  Central  Valley  of 
California,  whose  holdings  as  shown  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  who  has  placed 
the  figures  in  the  Record,  involve  many 
thousands  of  acres. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Tens  of  thousands  of 
acres. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Indeed,  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  acres. 

Mr.  MORSE.  We  must  see  to  it  that 
Members  of  the  Senate  have  the  time  to 
study  the  Record,  so  that  they  will  be 
fully  aware  of  what  is  involved  in  what 
I  call  a  water  grab,  and  why  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  and  the  two  Senators  from 
Oregon  are  seeking  to  get  section  6(a) 
stricken  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  last  century  land 
speculation  was  rife.  There  were  many 
scandals  involving  the  General  Land 
Office.  In  1885  the  Commissioner  of  the 
Land  Office  joined  with  others  in  calling 
attention  to  the  rapid  conglomeration  of 
western  landholdings  during  the  19th 
century  under  defective  statutes  and 
loose  administration.  William  A.  J. 
Sparks  said: 

I  found  that  the  magnificent  estate  of  the 
Nation  in  its  public  lands  has  been  to  a  wide 
extent  wasted  under  defective  and  improvi¬ 
dent  laws  and  through  a  laxity  of  public 
administration  astonishing  in  a  business 
sense  if  not  culpable  in  reckless  of  official 
responsibility.  The  land  department  has 
been  very  largely  conducted  to  the  advan¬ 
tages  of  speculation  and  monopoly,  private 
and  corporate,  rather  than  in  the  public 
interest.  *  *  *  it  seems  that  the  prevail¬ 
ing  idea  running  through  this  office  and 
those  subordinate  to  it  was  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  had  no  distinctive  rights  to  be 
considered  and  no  special  interests  to  pro¬ 
tect.  *  *  *  I  am  satisfied  that  thousands 
of  claims  without  foundation  in  law  or 
equity  involving  millions  of  acres  of  public 
land,  have  been  annually  passed  to  patent 
upon  the  single  proposition  that  nobody  but 
the  Government  had  any  adverse  interest. 

Paul  Wallace  Gates,  an  authority  in 
the  field  of  land  history,  had  this  to  say 
about  the  Homestead  Act  of  1862: 

The  land  reformers  reckoned  too  light¬ 
ly  *  *  *  with  the  astuteness  of  the  specu¬ 
lators  who  in  the  past  had  either  succeeded 
in  emasculating  laws  inimical  to  their  inter¬ 
ests  or  had  actually  flouted  such  laws  in 
the  very  faces  of  the  officials  appointed  to 
administer  them.  *  *  *  The  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  law,  both  in  Washington  and  in 
the  field,  was  frequently  in  the  hands  of 
persons  unsympathetic  to  its  principle,  and 
Western  interests,  though  lauding  the  act, 
were  every  ready  to  pervert  it. 

It  is  a  remarkable  thing,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  how  selfish  interests  over  and  over 
and  over  again  have  repeated  their  tac¬ 
tics  in  fields  such  as  this.  The  devices 
are  almost  as  old  as  the  country.  If 
there  were  ever  a  field  concerning  which 
we  should  always  keep  in  mind  the 
warning  to  a  free  people  of  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  constant  vigilance  in  protecting 


the  public  interest,  it  is  in  connection 
with  land  economics.  Here  once  again 
we  have  powerful  land  interests  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  seeking  to  pollute  the  stream  of 
public  interest.  It  must  be  stopped. 

That  is  why  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  from  a  midwestem  State,  and  the  2 
Senators  from  Oregon,  from  a  western 
State,  have  in  this  debate  stood  up 
against  these  powerful  interests.  We 
are  confident  that  once  the  American 
people  come  to  understand  our  position, 
they  will  be  with  us,  as  the  American 
people  always  have  been  in  all  the  other 
areas  when  land  frauds  and  land  steals 
— what  I  would  call  in  this  instance  a 
water  steal — finally  come  to  be  under¬ 
stood  by  them.  They  said  to  their 
political  representatives,  “You  must  do 
something  about  bringing  about  the 
necessary  reform  to  prevent  this  land 
of  invasion  of  the  public  interest.”  They 
will  on  this  occasion,  too.  In  fact,  I  am 
not  going  to  give  up  hope  that  the  2 
very  fine  Senators  from  California  may, 
before  we  get  through  with  the  debate, 
agree  with  the  Senator  from  Hlinois  and 
the  2  Senators  from  Oregon  that  sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  be  stricken  from  the  bill. 

I  hoped  they  would  do  it  last  Tuesday. 
I  was  hoping  that  they  would  do  it  today. 
I  never  give  up  hope.  I  hope  that  the 
interests  in  California  who  believe  in 
good  government  and  who  believe  in 
protecting  the  public  interest  will  join, 
between  now  and  Monday,  in  the  sug¬ 
gestion  that  the  two  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  adopt  our  proposal  to  strike  sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  from  the  bill. 

In  fact,  I  know  California  pretty  well, 
and  I  would  be  perfectly  willing  to  take 
before  any  cross  section  population 
group  in  the  State  of  California  the 
views  expressed  on  this  issue  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois.  I  would  let  them 
decide  the  issue.  My  confidence  in  the 
people  of  California  is  such  that  I  am 
satisfied  that  any  cross  section  group  of 
Californians,  once  given  the  facts  about 
the  position  taken  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  would  agree  with  us  and  would, 
in  effect,  say  to  the  Senate,  “Strike  sec¬ 
tion  6(a).” 

It  is  interesting  that  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  ,  whom  I  see  on  the 
floor,  representing  in  part  the  great  State 
of  Ohio,  representing  a  people,  such  as 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  represents,  who 
have  no  direct,  immediate  interest  in  the 
project  itself,  except  for  the  ever-present 
public  interest,  after  listening  to  the  de¬ 
bate  with  his  open  mind,  would  stand  up, 
as  he  did  a  few  minutes  ago,  and  say  to 
the  two  Senators  from  California,  “I 
have  listened  to  the  explanation  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois.  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  if  this  is  not  the  issue.” 
Then  he  put  the  issue,  as  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  and  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  have  been  trying  to  put  it 
throughout  the  debate.  He  based  his 
question  upon  the  objective  of  protect¬ 
ing  the  reclamation  law,  as  Theodore 
Roosevelt  did  in  1905  and  1907,  and  as 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas] 
and  I  are  doing  here  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  tonight. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  said,  “Take 
section  6(a)  out  of  the  bill  and  I  will 
vote  for  it.  Leave  it  in,  and  I  will  oppose 


it.”  I  believe  that  the  people  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  once  they  get  the  same  facts  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  got  this  afternoon, 
as  he  listened  to  the  debate,  will  take  the 
same  position. 

All  we  need  is  a  little  time  to  get  the 
merits  of  this  issue  understood.  Then, 
in  my  judgment,  the  Senate  will  sustain 
the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Years  ago,  in  the  West,  a  water  mo¬ 
nopoly  was  feared  as  well  as  a  land 
monopoly.  Proceedings  of  numerous 
irrigation  congresses  are  filled  with  ref¬ 
erences  to  the  dangers  of  permitting 
either  land  or  water  monopoly  in  the 
West. 

.A  comment  of  a  member  of  the  first 
irrigation  congress  held  in  1891  in  Salt 
Lake  City  reflects  this  fear  of  monopoly 
and  the  desire  that  the  Government 
would  bring  irrigation  to  small  farmers. 
This  man  said : 

The  tendency  of  the  great  West  *  *  *  is 
this  accumulation  of  vast  estates  in  land. 
The  object  of  good  Government  is  to  stop 
this  insofar  as  it  can  and  give  *  *  *  the 
poor  man  a  chance  to  own  10,  20,  40,  60,. or 
100  acres  if  it  is  in  his  power  to  cultivate  it. 

A  delegate  to  the  irrigation  congress 
of  1893  said: 

I  am  not  working  for  the  purpose  of  keep¬ 
ing  this  in  the  possession  of  any  one  cor¬ 
poration,  or  any  one  people.  I  want  the 
whole  people  from  now  on — from  generation 
to  generation — to  own  that  water — own  that 
power. 

Mr.  President,  these  were  the  little 
people  of  America  speaking  at  this  irri¬ 
gation  congress  of  1893.  They  are  typi¬ 
cal  of  the  little  people  of  America  on 
the  farms  of  the  West,  who  today  look 
to  their  representatives  in  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  to  protect  the 
water  supply  of  the  family  farmer  of 
America.  They  are  the  same  as  the 
little  people  of  1893,  so  far  as  their  eco¬ 
nomic  interests  and  political  outlook  are 
concerned. 

So  in  1893  one  of  these  so-called  little 
people  said  as  follows  in  that  irrigation 
congress : 

We  want  to  make  that  water  forever  what 
it  is  in  law,  in  jurisprudence,  in  history — the 
public  property  of  the  people,  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred,  under  proper  regulations,  to  benefi¬ 
cial  uses  for  the  people  who  own  the  land. 

I  have  produced  some  of  those  great 
statements  of  the  past  made  by  the  lit¬ 
tle  people  of  America — those  who 
worked  on  the  soil  with  their  hands — 
because  they  are  the  ones  who  really 
gave  birth  to  this  great  reclamation  land 
policy.  Through  their  toil,  this  policy 
was  written  into  the  law.  I  ask:  Are 
we  going  to  turn  our  backs  on  them? 
Are  we  going  to  walk  out  on  the  great 
heritage  which  they  really  wrote  into 
the  land  law  of  this  country,  not  only 
for  the  benefit  of  their  generation,  but 
for  ours  and  for  generations  to  come? 

Oh,  I  know  it  is  sometimes  difficult 
to  get  politicians  to  stop  long  enough, 
under  the  pressure  which  harasses  us 
'  from  day  to  day,  under  the  demand  for 
speedy  action  by  the  Senate,  to  reflect 
upon  the  historical  origins  of  some  of 
these  great  policies  of  Government.  One 
does  not  win  a  popularity  contest  in  the 
U.S.  Senate  by  trying  to  get  into  the 
Record,  and  as  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
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did  in  the  eaz-Iy  part  of  the  afternoon, 
the  dramatic  history  of  the  great  rec¬ 
lamation  law.  It  is  a  history  written  in 
terms  of  human  struggle.  It  is  a  history 
written  in  terms  of  human  values.  It 
has  been  raised  by  the  San  Luis  bill.  It 
has  brought  into  focus  and  contest  in 
the  U.S.  Senate,  in  the  year  1959,  a  great 
issue  as  to  whether  we  shall  turn  our 
backs  on  the  sound  water  policy  of  1903, 
1905,  and  1907,  which  the  fathers  of  con¬ 
servation  in  the  United  Statesr-Teddy 
Roosevelt  and  Gifford  Pinchot — suc¬ 
ceeded  in  writing  into  the  law  books  of 
this  Republic. 

The  job  of  legislating  is  a  job  which 
requires  us  to  do  our  bookwork.  It  is 
a  job  of  being  students  of  the  govern¬ 
mental  history  of  our  country. 

What  I  fear,  and  what  I  have  feared 
ever  since  last  Tuesday,  when  the  bill 
first  reached  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  is 
that  there  will  be  pressure  for  hasty 
action.  As  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
knows,  at  one  point  in  the  proceedings, 
an  attempt  was  made  to  get  a  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  to  so  limit  de¬ 
bate  on  the  issue  that  the  kind  of  his¬ 
toric  record  which  the  senior  Senator 
from  Illinois  and  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon  have  made  today  on  the 
bill  could  not  have  been  made  had  we 
yielded  to  that  pressure  for  haste. 

As  I  have  said  before,  and  repeat  to¬ 
day,  I  will  in  the  Senate  drag  my  feet 
more  and  more  on  suggestions  in  sup¬ 
port  of  unanimous-consent  agreements 
so  long  as  I  think  the  historic  record 
needs  to  be  made.  An  issue  such  as  that 
presented  in  the  San  Luis  bill  ought  to 
be  decided  in  terms  of  the  historic  rec¬ 
ord.  I  know  all  my  colleagues  are  not 
familiar  with  that  record  and  cannot  be 
expected  to  know  it.  But  they  have  a 
duty  to  take  the  time  necessary  to  learn 
the  basis  on  which  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  and  the  two  Senators  from  Ore¬ 
gon  have  raised  their  objections  to  the 
bill.  That  is  why,  dry  as  this  academic 
lecture  on  the  history  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  our  water  law  and  our  reclama¬ 
tion  law  may  be,  it  nevertheless,  in  my 
judgment,  is  vital  to  a  consideration  of 
the  merits  of  the  San  Luis  bill.  I  shall 
make  that  record,  no  matter  how  long  it 
may  take  me  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
to  make  it,  because  I  believe  it  is  my 
duty  as  a  student  of  government,  rep¬ 
resenting  the  people  of  my  State,  to  be 
able  to  go  home  and  honestly  reply 
when  they  ask  me  the  question:  “What 
happened  when  the  San  Luis  bill  was 
before  the  Senate?”  My  reply  to  them 
is  this:  “I  put  in  the  Record  the  his¬ 
tory  of  the  great  water  and  land  policies 
which  were  relevant  to  an  intelligent 
consideration  and  final  vote  on  the  bill.” 

I  did  not  ask  to  have  a  course  of 
action  followed  by  the  Senate  which 
would  make  necessary  the  inclusion  of 
this  historical  background  record  My 
colleagues  will  recall  that  early  in  the 
consideration  of  the  bill,  I  urged  that 
the  two  Senators  from  California  work 
out  with  the  Senator  from  Illinois  and 
the  two  Senators  from  Oregon  an  agree¬ 
ment  to  strike  section  6(a)  from  the 
bill. 

Now  that  he  is  in  the  Chamber,  I  wish 
to  pay  my  compliments  to  the  junior 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Engle].  I 


could  not  possibly  work  with  anyone  who 
has  been  more  cooperative  in  discussing 
with  me  our  respective  differences  on  the 
bill. 

Now  that  the  senior  Senator  from  Cal¬ 
ifornia  [Mr.  KuchelI  also  has  entered 
the  Chamber,  my  compliments  apply 
likewise  to  him. 

I  am  sorry  we  have  not  yet  reached 
a  final  understanding  on  the  matter, 
but  what  has  happened  is  that  the  two 
Senators  from  California  unwittingly 
and  unknowingly,  I  am  certain,  have 
presented  to  the  Senate  a  bill  which  in¬ 
cludes  a  section  that  raises  the  whole 
issue  of  whether  the  historic  principles 
which  I  have  just  cited  in  this  field  shall 
be  overturned  and  ignored  by  the  Senate 
in  May  1959. 

If  what  it  takes  is  to  have  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  and  the  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Oregon — a  couple  of 
old  professors,  with  always  the  tendency, 
I  know,  as  our  critics  sometimes  say,  to 
lecture  to  the  Senate — occupy  enough 
time  to  get  the  educational  background, 
the  reclamation  laws,  and  the  water  pol¬ 
icies  of  the  country  into  the  record,  so 
that  our  colleagues  will  have  notice  of 
the  issues  involved,  we  intend  to  do  it. 

I  cannot  possibly  do  the  job  which  the 
great  former  professor  of  economics  at 
the  University  of  Chicago  has  done  on 
two  occasions  in  this  debate,  but  I  will 
do  my  best,  because  I  have  worked  long 
and  hard  on  the  academic  features  of  the 
issue. 

Let  me  say  that  academic  features  of 
issues  like  this  are  very  practical  fea¬ 
tures,  very  real  features.  They  involve, 
in  this  instance,  a  recitation  of  the  his¬ 
tory  of  the  water  policies  of  the  United 
States,  starting,  as  I  say,  with  the  early 
irrigation  congresses,  from  which  I  have 
been  quoting  some  of  the  little  people  of 
America  who  attended  those  congresses 
and  spoke  for  the  dirt  farmers  and  the 
family-farm  owners  of  America.  They 
spoke  with  an  eloquence  which  no  U.S. 
Senator  today  can  begin  to  equal,  as  the 
language  I  have  just  read  from  their 
speeches  so  clearly  shows. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  not  vote  for  a 
San  Luis  bill  which  has  in  it  section 
6(a),  a  section  which,  in  my  judgment, 
if  I  voted  for  it,  would  cause  me  to  be¬ 
tray  a  trust  in  behalf  of  which  those 
irrigationists  of  1893,  1895,  and  1897, 
who  attended  the  various  irrigation  con¬ 
gresses,  spoke  so  eloquently.  They  left 
a  trust  to  us  in  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States,  and  I  intend  to  keep  faith  with 
that  trust. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Certainly. 

Mr .  KUCHEL.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  indicate  what,  in  his  judgment, 
the  intention  of  this  amendment  is  with 
respect  to  any  waters  which  might  be 
impounded  in  a  San  Luis  Reservoir,  and 
which  would  be  utilized  by  the  State 
system,  rather  than  by  the  Federal  San 
Luis  project? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  if  my 
friend,  the  Senator  from  California,  will 
bear  with  me,  I  shall  go  into  that  matter 
in  considerable  detail  later  in  my 
speech.  But  first  I  should  like  to  pre¬ 
sent  the  historical  sequence;  and  then 
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I  shall  be  glad  to  discuss,  at  whatever 
length  the  Senator  from  California 
would  wish  to  have  me  do  so,  some  of 
the  legal  implications  of  this  provision 
of  the  bill  which  I  think  clearly  war¬ 
rant  striking  it  from  the  bill.  Later  on, 
I  shall  be  glad  to  discuss  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  those  legal  impli¬ 
cations. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Very  well. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  George 
H.  Maxwell,  considered  the  father  of 
reclamation,  told  the  Irrigation  Congress 
of  1896  that  arid  pasture  lands  for  sheep 
“should  be  kept  forever  as  the  common 
heritage  of  the  people,  never  to  be  sold 
but  to  be  leased  only  to  actual  settlers 
living  upon  the  adjoining  farms.” 

During  the  last  irrigation  congress, 
one  delegate  expressed  a  fear  which  I 
share  in  regard  to  the  bill  we  are  dealing 
with  today.  That  delegate  from  Mon¬ 
tana  was  fearful  that  “after  the  Govern¬ 
ment  had  borne  all  the  expenses  of  con¬ 
struction,  the  water  would  inure  to  the 
profit  of  a  few,”  and  he  suggested  that 
control  by  the  Government  should 
“always  and  forever  be  under  the  control 
and  distribution  of  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment.” 

Mr.  President,  I  think  those  quotations 
from  delegates  to  the  various  irrigation 
congresses  are  not  only  eloquent,  but 
they  also  show  how  it  has  been  necessary 
over  the  decades  for  the  little  people,  the 
family. farmers  of  our  country,  the  dele¬ 
gates  to  irrigation  congresses,  to  func¬ 
tion  as  guardians  of  the  land  heritage  of 
the  Nation,  so  that  the  boys  and  girls  of 
this  generation  can  enjoy  that  heritage. 
If  succeeding  generations  are  to  enjoy 
that  heritage,  too,  Mr.  President,  on  this 
day  in  May  1959,  or  on  next  Monday  in 
May  1959,  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  must  not  scuttle  it  by  the  passage 
of  the  San  Luis  bill  in  its  present  form. 

Mr.  President,  years  ago  George  H. 
Maxwell  attempted  to  quiet  the  fears  of 
many  by  calling  attention  to  the  original 
resolution  of  the  Congress,  which  is  as 
follows: 

The  water  of  all  streams  should  forever 
remain  subject  to  public  control,  and  the 
right  to  the  use  of  water  for  irrigation  should 
inhere  in  the  land  irrigated. 

That  means,  Maxwell  told  the  Con¬ 
gress:  X 

No  man  can  own  the  right  for  speculative 
purposes,  and  beneficial  use  should  be  the 
basis  and  measure — that  means  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  you  use  the  water  beneficially,  is  all 
that  you  can  have,  and  the  limit  to  the 
right. 

Now  there  you  have  the  fundamental 
principle  upon  which  you  can  build  irriga¬ 
tion  institutions  in  these  Western  States 
that  will  endure  as  long  as  the  human  race 
occupies  them  and  water  monopoly  will  be 
an  impossibility.  *  *  *  I  do  not  want  any¬ 
body  to  go  away  from  the  Congress  with  the 
idea  that  this  subject  has  not  been  con¬ 
sidered  and  the  solution  of  it  found. 

Mr.  President,  that  has  always  been 
the  theory  of  our  reclamation  laws  ever 
since  they  were  enacted.  It  is  because 
in  my  judgment,  this  bill  will  do  a  wrong 
to  that  theory  that  I  joint  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  in  objecting  to  sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  of  the  bill. 

One  of  the  problems  which  emerged 
during  the  19th  century  was  the  problem 


1959  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  6897 


of  watering  lands  artificially  in  areas 
where  rainfall  was  insufficient.  In  the 
humid  East,  widespread  distribution  of 
the  land  was  not  such  a  great  problem. 
Land  and  water  were  joined  together  un¬ 
der  natural  conditions,  but  in  the  West 
where  the  water  was  separated  from  the 
land,  means  of  bringing  the  land  and  wa¬ 
ter  together  had  to  be  devised.  So  in  the 
arid  West  we  not  only  have  the  problem 
of  land  distribution,  but  we  also  have  the 
problem  of  water  distribution.  Con¬ 
gressmen  in  the  19th  century,  in  attempts 
to  solve  the  problem  of  land  water, 
tended  to  think  of  the  new  problem  in 
terms  of  the  old  one.  They  attempted  to 
devise  legislation  which  would  distribute 
to  each  farm  enough  water  to  irrigate 
160  acres.  The  principle  underlying  such 
distribution  was  the  same  as  that  un¬ 
der  the  homestead  laws. 

But  by  the  end  of  the  19th  century  it 
was  apparent  that  the  limitations  on 
homesteaders  must  be  liberalized.  So, 
when  the  Reclamation  Act  was  passed, 
in  1902,  it  provided  that  one  person 
could  have  title  to  water  sufficient  to 
irrigate  160  acres  of  land,  and  that  if  he 
were  married,  his  wife  was  entitled  to  a 
similar  amount.  So,  under  reclamation 
law,  actually  we  have  for  a  family  a  320- 
acre  limitation.  Over  the  years  it  has 
been  agreed  that  the  amount  of  water  a 
family  was  entitled  to  was  insufficient  to 
provide  a  good  standard  of  living  for  the 
farmer  and  his  family.  Numerous  stud¬ 
ies  have  been  made  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  other  agencies.  All  of 
these  studies  indicate  that  320  acres  of 
irrigated  land  is  sufficient  to  support  a 
family. 

Theodore  Roosevelt,  possibly  more 
than  any  one  individual,  has  been  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  preservation  of  our 
natural  resources  and  the  democratic 
distribution  of  our  public  lands.  Roose¬ 
velt  saw  far  into  the  future.  He  realized 
if  the  great  landed  monopolies  got  con¬ 
trol  of  the  public  lands,  they  would  use 
their  economic  power  to  implement  or 
extend  their  political  power.  Roosevelt 
feared,  and  feared  rightly  in  my  opinion 
concentration  of  landownership  in  a  few 
hands  would  eventually  mean  the  end  of 
democratic  government.  He  knew  that 
human  greed  is  insatiable;  that  the  land 
monopolists  would  not  stop  after  they 
had  converted  public  lands  and  lands 
distributed  from  the  public  domain  into 
a  vast  feudalism. 

Roosevelt  knew  also  that  in  countries 
where  there  is  not  widespread  distribu¬ 
tion  of  land,  there  is  not  democratic  gov¬ 
ernment.  Land  monopoly  has  led  to 
autocracy  and  dictatorship  in  every  na¬ 
tion  in  the  world  where  it  has  prevailed. 
Unfortunately,  the  United  States  has 
fallen  heir  to  certain  land  patterns  which 
were  developed  in  Spain  and  in  Mexico. 
The  Spanish  land  grants  have  formed 
the  basis  for  vast  holdings  which  ex¬ 
cluded  farmers  and  made  impossible  an 
equitable  and  democratic  distribution. 
Probably  no  State  in  the  country  is  a 
better  example  of  that  than  is  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

A  similar  situation  exists  because  the 
Federal  Government,  seeking  to  acceler¬ 
ate  economic  development  of  the  coun¬ 


try,  gave  away  vast  acreages  to  the  rail¬ 
roads  as  an  inducement  to  expand  our 
transportation  system.  The  Southern 
Pacific  received  vast  acreages  in  the  San 
Luis  area  in  the  1870’s  and  1880’s  for  a 
railroad  which  as  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  has  stated  over  and  over  again  in 
this  debate,  it  never  built. 

We  do  know  what  was  admitted  in 
testimony  by  one  of  the  railroad’s  of¬ 
ficials,  that  this  great  railroad  does 
control  and  own  120,000  acres  in  the  San 
Luis  Federal  service  area.  We  know  also 
that  this  witness  indicated  that  his  com¬ 
pany  would  not  get  rid  of  its  excess  lands. 
He  stated  flatly  that  the  railroad  lands 
were  not  for  sale. 

Getting  back  to  my  discussion  of  the 
development  of  the  antimonopoly  laws, 
it  is  pertinent  to  call  attention  to  the 
fact  that  the  law  had  to  be  strengthened 
from  time  to  time.  It  has  been  amended 
repeatedly  to  prevent  speculation  and  to 
stop  loopholes  which  had  not  been  ap¬ 
parent  when  the  original  law  was  passed. 

Those  who  designed  the  reclamation 
law  of  1902  inserted  five  devices  aimed 
at  the  prevention  of  monopoly.  First 
was  the  use  of  public  funds  to  carry  out 
reclamation  programs.  Public  enter¬ 
prise  was  to  be  financed  by  a  reclama¬ 
tion  fund  consisting  of  revenues  from  the 
sale  of  public  lands  in  the  Western 
States.  This  fund  was  to  recover  project 
construction  costs  from  the  users  in 
annual  installments.  In  this  way  the 
fund  would  revolve  and  provide  contin¬ 
ually  for  new  projects. 

A  second  measure  was  to  prevent 
monopolization  by  tho  commutation  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  homestead  law  when  ap¬ 
plied  to  reclamation  projects.  This 
commutation  privilege  offered  a  cash 
alternative  to  the  requirement  of  per¬ 
sonal  inhabitancy  of  a  claim.  This  prac¬ 
tice,  which  today  has  been  advocated 
repeatedly,  seemed  to  be  a  part  of  De¬ 
partment  of  Interior  policy.  It  has  been 
known  as  the  lump-sum  theory.  Actu¬ 
ally,  it  amounts  to  the  barter  of  public 
policy  favoring  the  actual  settlers  for 
the  monopolists’  ready  cash.  Congress, 
fully  aware  of  this,  forbade  commutation 
on  reclamation  projects  in  1902. 

A  third  safeguard  against  monopoly 
stiffened  the  inhabitancy  requirements  of 
the  earlier  homestead  law.  It  stipulated 
that  an  entryman  must  be  either  a  “bona 
fide  resident  on  such  land,  or  occupant 
thereof  residing  in  the  neighborhood 
and  must  reclaim  fcr  agricultural  pur¬ 
poses  at  least  one-half  of  the  total  irri¬ 
gable  area  of  the  entry.”  The  bill 
further  authorized  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  lower  the  maximum  area  per 
entry  to  the  acreage  reasonably  required 
for  the  support  of  a  family.  Framers  of 
the  act  of  1902  realized  that  the  tradi¬ 
tional  quarter  section  granted  in  humid 
areas  was  often  too  large  for  a  family 
farm  on  irrigated  land. 

The  fourth  safeguard  against  mo¬ 
nopoly  provided  that  water  rights  shall 
be  “appurtenant  to  the  land  irrigated 
and  beneficial  use  shall  be  the  basis,  the 
measure,  and  the  limit  of  the  right.” 
Irrigationists  had  been  greatly  dissatis¬ 
fied  with  dependence  on  others  in  control 
of  their  water  supply  and  regarded  tying 


water  and  land  together  in  common 
ownership  as  among  the  surest  of  anti- 
monopoly  devices. 

The  fifth  provision  against  monopoly 
in  the  1902  act — and  this  is  the  most  im¬ 
portant  of  all — was  the  excess  land  pro¬ 
vision.  It  provided  that  “no  right  to  the 
use  of  water  for  land  in  private  owner¬ 
ship  shall  be  sold  for  a  tract  exceeding 
160  acres  to  any  one  land  owner  and  no 
such  right  shall  permanently  attach  un¬ 
til  all  payments  therefor  are  made.” 
This  law  does  not  limit  the  amount  of 
land  an  individual  may  own.  It  merely 
places  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  water 
an  individual  may  receive  from  a  subsi¬ 
dized  Federal  project.  This  provision 
rests  on  the  principle  that  no  individual 
shall  obtain  more  public  water  than  his 
equitable  share. 

One  of  the  first  important  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Reclamation  Act  was  the 
Warren  Act  of  1911.  This  amendment 
expanded  the  160-acre  limitation  to  in¬ 
clude  water  from  other  than  Federal 
reservoirs  if  it  was  delivered  in  Federal 
canals  and  ditches. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  has  stressed 
very  much  the  matter  of  the  application 
of  the  160-acre  limitation  in  respect  to 
water  use  when  the  water  is  delivered  in 
Federal  canals  and  ditches. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  Warren  Act  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  act  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Title  43,  United  States  Code,  Sale  or  Lease 

of  Surplus  Waters,  Water  Power,  Storage 

Capacity,  and  Water  Transportation  Fa¬ 
cilities 

§  523.  Storage  and  transportation  of  water 
for  irrigation  districts,  etc. 

Whenever  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
the  reclamation  law,  storage  or  carrying  ca¬ 
pacity  has  been  or  may  be  provided  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  requirements  of  the  lands  to  be 
irrigated  under  any  project,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  preserving  a  first  right  to  lands 
and  entrymen  under  the  project,  is  author¬ 
ized,  upon  such  terms  as  he  may  determine 
to  be  just  and  equitable,  to  contract  for  the 
impounding,  storage,  and  carriage  of  water 
to-  an  extent  not  exceeding  such  excess  ca¬ 
pacity  with  irrigation  systems  operating 
under  section  641  of  this  title,  and  indivi¬ 
duals,  corporations,  associations,  and  irri¬ 
gation  districts  organized  for  or  engaged  in 
furnishing  or  in  distributing  water  for  irri¬ 
gation.  Water  so  impounded,  stored,  or  car¬ 
ried  under  any  such  contract  shall  be  for  the 
purpose  of  distribution  to  individual  water 
users  by  the  party  with  whom  the  contract  is 
made:  Provided,  however.  That  water  so  im¬ 
pounded,  stored,  or  carried  shall  not  be  used 
otherwise  than  as  prescribed  by  law  as  to 
lands  held  in  private  ownership  within  Gov¬ 
ernment  reclamation  projects.  In  fixing  the 
charges  under  any  such  contract  for  im¬ 
pounding,  storing,  or  carrying  water  for  any 
irrigation  system,  corporation,  association, 
district,  or  individual,  as  herein  provided, 
the  Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration 
the  cost  of  construction  and  maintenance  of 
the  reservoir  by  which  such  water  is  to  be 
impounded  or  stored  and  the  canal  by  which 
it  is  to  be  carried,  and  such  charges  shall 
be  Just  and  equitable  as  to  water  users  under 
the  Government  project.  No  irrigation  sys¬ 
tem,  district  association,  corporation,  or  in¬ 
dividual  so  contracting  shall  make  any  charge 
for  the  storage,  carriage,  or  delivery  of  such 
water  in  excess  of  the  charge  paid  to  the 
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United  States  except  to  such  extent  as  may 
be  reasonably  necessary  to  cover  cost  of  car¬ 
riage  and  delivery  of  such  water  through 
their  works  (Feb.  21,  1911,  ch.  141,  sec.  136, 
Stat.  925). 

§  524.  Cooperation  with  irrigation  districts, 
etc.,  in  construction  of  reservoirs 
and  canals. 

In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  rec¬ 
lamation  law,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
is  authorized,  upon  such  terms  as  may  be 
agreed  upon,  to  cooperate  with  irrigation 
districts,  water-users’  associations,  corpora¬ 
tions,  entrymen,  or  water  users  for  the  con¬ 
struction  or  use  of  such  reservoirs,  canals, 
or  ditches  as  may  be  advantageously  used 
by  the  Government  and  irrigation  districts, 
water-users’  associations,  corporations,  en¬ 
trymen,  or  water  users  for  impounding,  de¬ 
livering,  and  carrying  water  for  irrigation 
purposes:  Provided,  That  the  title  to  and 
management  of  the  works  so  constructed 
shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section 
498  of  this  title:  Provided  further.  That 
water  shall  not  be  furnished  from  any  such 
reservoir  or  delivered  through  any  such 
canal  or  ditch  to  any  one  landowner  in 
excess  of  an  amount  sufficient  to  irrigate 
one  hundred  and  sixty  acres:  Provided,  That 
nothing  contained  in  this  section  or  section 
523  of  this  title  shall  be  held  or  construed 
as  enlarging  or  attempting  to  enlarge  the 
right  of  the  United  States,  under  existing 
law,  to  control  the  waters  of  any  stream  in 
any  State  (Feb.  21,  1911,  ch.  141,  sec.  2,  36 
Stat.  926). 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  there 
have  been  a  number  of  administrative 
decisions  on  this  point.  One  was  a  deci¬ 
sion  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

As  I  proceed  to  discuss  some  of  these 
decisions  and  administrative  interpre¬ 
tations,  and  make  some  reference  also 
to  judicial  opinion,  I  would  have  my  two 
friends  from  California  keep  in  mind  the 
fact  that  we  are  passing  a  bill — if  we 
pass  the  bill  with  such  modifications  as 
we  hope  we  can  get  into  it— that  is 
bound  to  be  subjected  to  judicial  inter¬ 
pretation.  I  do  not  think  the  Senators 
from  California  have  any  real  doubt 
about  that  fact,  which  is  why  I  think 
the  legislative  history  we  make  on  the 
bill  is  so  important.  That  is  why  I  think 
it  is  so  important  that  we  make  clear 
that  we  are  arguing  in  the  Senate  to 
protect  the  reclamation  laws,  as  I  have 
outlined  their  historical  basis  and  as  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  so  ably  dis¬ 
cussed  them.  It  is  for  this  reason  that 
I  am  making  reference  to  the  back¬ 
ground  history,  to  the  laws,  and  now  to 
their  interpretation,  because  in  this  de¬ 
bate  we  have  a  responsibility  to  the 
courts  of  America. 

Here  is  a  project  which  is  singular  in 
its  nature.  It  is  a  project  with  such  an 
intermingling  of  Federal  and  State  inter¬ 
ests,  such  an  intermingling  of  Federal 
and  State  activities,  such  an  inter¬ 
mingling  of  Federal  and  State  funds 
that  we  are  really  dealing  with  what  we 
m  the  law  refer  to  as  a  singular  case. 

I  am  not  a  good  enough  lawyer  to  feel 
that  I  can  predict  with  any  certainty 
what  the  judicial  determinations  may  be 
m  the  future  in  regard  to  the  effects  on 
existing  law  of  the  passage  of  the  bill 
undei  consideration.  Nor  can  I  predict 
to  what  extent  the  terms  of  the  bill  may 
justify  a  judicial  modification  of  exist¬ 
ing  decisions.  That  is  why  I  think  we 
are  talking  about  such  an  important  is¬ 
sue.  So  it  is  important  for  the  Senator 


from  Illinois  and  the  two  Senators  from 
Oregon,  in  making  the  legislative  his¬ 
tory  on  this  bill  in  this  debate,  to  make 
perfectly  clear  that  the  objections  we 
are  raising  are  pressed  in  order  to  make 
the  record  plain  that  we  are  advocating 
no  modification  of  the  protection  of  the 
160-acre  limitation  in  respect  to  Federal 
waters;  in  respect  to  Federal  jurisdic¬ 
tion;  in  respect  to  the  historic  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  reclamation  laws;  in  respect 
to  the  principles  I  have  quoted  in  my 
speech,  including  the  early  statements  of 
the  founders  of  our  reclamation  system. 
The  statements  of  the  men  who  spoke 
in  the  irrigation  congresses,  the  state¬ 
ments  of  Maxwell  and  the  statements  of 
Teddy  Roosevelt,  concerning  these  laws 
are  of  great  significance. 

As  a  lawyer,  I  know  what  I  am  doing 
in  this  debate  from  the  standpoint  of 
laying  a  legal  foundation  for  a  court 
decision  on  legislative  intent.  Let  me 
say,  for  the  courts  to  read  in  the  future, 
that  the  Senator  from  Oregon  wants  it 
clearly  understood  that  he  is  proposing 
no  modification  whatsoever  of  existing 
reclamation  law;  that  he  is  countenanc¬ 
ing  no  weakening  of  the  historic  water 
policies  of  this  Nation  in  relation  to  the 
160-acre  limitation;  that  he  is  agreeing 
to  no  concession  to  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  respect  to  reclamation  policies 
and  the  application  of  the  160-acre  limi¬ 
tation  to  the  San  Luis  project,  so  far  as 
all  Federal  interests  are  concerned. 

As  a  lawyer  I  will  say  to  the  two  Sena¬ 
tors  from  California  that  in  the  last 
analysis  it  will  be  for  the  courts  to  deter¬ 
mine  what  the  Federal  interest  is,  and 
the  courts  will  refer  to  this  debate,  to 
the  statements  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  and  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon,  to  obtain  the  clear  expression  of  our 
purposes  in  seeking  to  strike  section  6  (a) 
from  the  bill.  I  am  willing  to  leave  the 
matter  to  the  courts.  I  only  ask  the 
Senators  from  California  to  join  me  in 
that  willingness. 

Let  us  strike  section  6(a)  from  the 
bill  and,  if  the  Legislature  of  California 
in  the  future  does  not  do  what  the 
Governor  of  California  has  indicated  in 
the  telegram  which  the  senior  Senator 
from  California  read  into  the  Record 
this  afternoon,  by  way  of  seeking  to  get 
legislative  action  in  California  in  re¬ 
spect  to  the  160-acre  limitation,  the 
courts  still  will  have  jurisdiction  over 
the  question  of  the  application  of  this 
bill  with  section  6(a)  eliminated. 

One  of  the  difficulties,  among  the  many 
I  have  in  understanding  the  position 
taken  by  the  two  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  their  position  as  to  what  will 
be  the  effect  of  striking  section  6(a) 
from  the  bill.  I  say,  good  naturedly,  the 
Senators  seem  to  blow  a  little  hot  and 
cold  about  it.  They  seem  to  take  the 
position  that  they  do  not  think  section 
6(a)  particularly  affects  their  interpre¬ 
tation  of  the  meaning  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  think  the  Record 
ought  to  be  clear  that  only  the  junior 
Senator  from  California  has  taken  such 
a  position.  I  have  taken  the  position 
that  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  proposing  to  do  something 


other  than  what  he  thinks  he  is  propos¬ 
ing  to  do.  The  Senator  proposes  to 
strike  out  language  which  is  surplusage 
to  the  bill,  which  language  simply  states 
what  the  law  is.  Striking  out  the  lan¬ 
guage  will  not  make  the  Federal  law  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  State  service  area. 

As  Governor  Brown  said  in  his  tele¬ 
gram,  either  in  or  out,  the  language  does 
not  make  any  difference.  The  section  is 
an  affirmation  that  this  construction  of 
the  law  is  the  construction  of  the  law 
adopted  by  Congress.  To  that  extent  I 
suppose  it  has  some  importance. 

At  any  rate,  certain  persons  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  thought  the  language  would  be 
helpful  in  the  bill.  I  was  against  put¬ 
ting  the  section  in  the  bill,  because  I  do 
not  believe  in  stating  something  which  is 
already  the  law,  and  I  so  told  them. 
Nevertheless,  they  wanted  the  language 
in. 

I  wish  to  make  it  perfectly  clear  where 
we  stand  on  this  matter.  I  do  not  think 
the  language  would  do  any  harm,  par¬ 
ticularly,  in  stating  what  the  law  is,  ex¬ 
cept  that  it  might  invite  some  trouble. 
For  that  reason  I  did  not  want  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  bill.  However,  it  is  my  firm 
opinion  that  if  the  amendment  is  agreed 
to  it  will  not  change  the  law.  I  have 
told  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  the  author  of  the  amendment,  that 
if  he  wants  to  apply  Federal  reclamation 
laws  to  the  State  service  area,  when 
and  if  it  is  ever  built,  he  must  do  it  by 
affirmative  language  and  he  must  make 
the  building  of  the  Federal  project  con¬ 
ditioned  upon  the  acceptance  of  that 
circumstance.  The  Senator  has  not  pro¬ 
posed  that.  As  a  consequence,  the 
amendment  boils  down  to  a  ruckus,  in 
my  opinion,  about  who  is  going  to  be 
able  to  interpret  what  the  Senate  does. 

I  have  repeatedly  made  it  clear  that 
so  far  as  the  law  is  concerned,  it  makes 
no  difference  whether  the  section  re¬ 
mains  in  the  bill  or  is  stricken  out.  I 
suspect  that  my  friend  from  Oregon  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois 
want  to  strike  it  out  and  then  say,  “That 
is  proof  that  the  Congress  wants  to  ap¬ 
ply  the  Federal  reclamation  law,  and 
Congress  believes  it  does  apply.”  But 
what  if  the  House  of  Representatives 
does  something  different?  And  who 
knows  what  will  happen  when  the  ques¬ 
tion  comes  before  the  court,  as  it  must? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  glad  to  have  that 
statement  from  the  junior  Senator  from 
California. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  take  full  responsibility 
for  my  position. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  discuss  the 
statement  for  a  moment.  I  highly  com¬ 
mend  the  junior  Senator.  I  feel  as 
though  I  have  won  half  the  argument. 
Even  though  it  is  now  6:30,  we  might 
surprise  the  Senate.  We  might  clear 
up  this  question  tonight,  if  I  could  win 
the  other  half  of  the  argument  repre¬ 
sented  by  my ,  dear  friend,  the  senior 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  KuchelL 
I  think  the  junior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  has  made  the  issue  so  clear  in 
this  legislative  record  that  I  am  willing 
to  rest  on  that  record. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Let  me  finish  this 
thought.  I  should  like  to  tell  the  Sen- 
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ator  why  I  am  willing  to  rest  on  the 
record.  ' 

I  believe  that  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  the  two  Senators  from  Oregon,  and 
the  two  Senators  from  California,  have 
made  their  legislative  history.  The  final 
decision,  as  the  junior  Senator  from 
California  said  in  his  last  sentence,  will 
rest  in  the  courts  anyway.  I  am  willing 
to  allow  it  to  rest  there.  I  think  the 
statement  the  Senator  has  just  made 
leaves  the  position  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  perfectly  clear  in  the  Record. 
It  leaves  the  Senator’s  own  position  per¬ 
fectly  clear;  and  ultimately  the  courts, 
in  a  specific  fact  situation  brought  into 
litigation,  will  apply  the  law. 

I  am  willing  to  leave  the  position 
there.  If  we  could  obtain  an  agreement 
from  the  two  Senators  from  California 
to  strike  section  6(a),  I  could  place  the 
remainder  of  my  speech  in  the  Record 
without  reading  it,  and  we  could  go  to 
dinner. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  make  it  clear  also  that  I  intend  to 
support  my  colleague  the  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment,  if  he  desires  to  oppose  it. 

With  reference  to  the  legal  situation, 
I  wish  to  cite  a  precedent,  and  then  I  de¬ 
sire  to  ask  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Oregon  a  question. 

The  question  of  the  effect  of  inter¬ 
mingling  waters  has  already  been 
legally  investigated.  It  rose  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  contract  with  the  Tulare 
Irrigation  District.  The  provisions  of 
that  contract  appear  on  page  106  of  the 
Central  Valley  documents. 

Water  was  commingled  in  that  case — 
the  water  of  the  irrigation  district  and 
the  water  of  a  Federal  reclamation 
project. 

It  was  contended  that,  because  the 
waters  were  commingled,  all  the  waters 
were  thereby  freed  from  the  burden  of 
compliance  with  the  160-acre  limitation, 
which,  of  course,  is  exactly  the  opposite 
of  what  the  Senator  from  Illinois  is  say¬ 
ing  today.  He  is  saying  that  because 
the  waters  are  commingled,  the  limita¬ 
tion  necessarily  applies. 

The  Solicitor  rendered  his  opinion, 
which  appears  on  page  698  of  part  II 
of  the  Central  Valley  documents,  in  the 
same  volume  as  the  preceding  reference. 
The  Solicitor  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  held  that  a  commingling  of  the 
waters  did  not  affect  the  application  of 
the  160-acre  limitation  with  reference 
to  Federal  land,  that  on  Federal  lands 
the  Federal  reclamation  law  applied; 
and  that  on  the  local  district  lands,  of 
course,  it  did  not  apply.  So  the  ques¬ 
tion  has  already  been  before  the  legal 
authorities  of  the  country  to  some  ex¬ 
tent.  It  has  not  yet  been  taken  to  court. 

Perhaps  one  of  the  things  section  6(a) 
might  do  would  be  to  eliminate  the  neces¬ 
sity  for  such  a  course. 

Let  me  ask  the  Senator  from  Oregon, 
who  is  a  fine  lawyer,  whether  or  not  he 
agrees  with  me  that  striking  section  6(a) 
would  not  mean  that  Federal  reclamation 
law  would  necessarily  apply  under  the 


provisions  of  the  bill,  outside  the  Fed¬ 
eral  area? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Striking  section  6(a) 
would  certainly  make  clear  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  and  the  two  Senators 
from  Oregon  have  no  intention  of  lay¬ 
ing  any  foundation  for  a  ruling  that  we 
are  modifying  the  reclamation  laws. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  inclusion  of  sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  would  mean  that  Federal  rec¬ 
lamation  law  would  be  eliminated  on 
the  second  block  of  land  to  be  brought 
under  irrigation,  and  that  the  strategic 
position  of  the  160-acre  limitation  on  the 
first  block  of  land  would  be  greatly  weak¬ 
ened.  Is  not  that  true?  , 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  will  say  to  my  friend 
from  Illinois  that  I  am  afraid  its  inclu¬ 
sion  would  allow  a  foundation  for  such  a 
contention  before  a  court,  by  which  the 
lawyer  might  plead  that  that  was  the 
intention  of  the  Congress. 

What  I  am  suggesting  to  the  two  Sen¬ 
ators  from  California  is  that  we  strike 
out  section  6(a),  and  then  let  the  issue 
come  as  a  clean  case  to  the  court — and 
it  is  going  to  the  court — without  any 
commitment  on  the  part  of  the  Congress 
that  reclamation  laws  were,  by  the 
wildest  stretch  of  the  imagination,  in¬ 
tended  to  be  modified. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  it  might  be 
possible  for  me  to  ask  a  question  of  the 
able  senior  Senator  from  Oregon - 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  make  one  fur¬ 
ther  comment  to  the  junior  Senator 
from  California. 

I  wish  to  point  out,  as  he  himself 
pointed  out,  that  he  was  reading  a  legal 
opinion  from  the  Solicitor,  and  not  from 
the  U.S.  Supreme  Court.  As  I  under¬ 
stand — and  I  am  relying  wholly  on  my 
recollection  now — the  Senator  is  citing 
a  case  which  involved  a  pure  com¬ 
mingling  of  water.  It  was  not  a  case 
with  the  same  operative  facts  as  the  San 
Luis  case.  It  was  not  a  case  in  which 
there  was  a  vast  development  of  Federal 
works,  at  the  great  cost  to  the  Federal 
Government  which  is  involved  in  the 
San  Luis  case.  The  San  Luis  case  in¬ 
volves  not  only  a  commingling  of  water, 
but  a  commingling  of  facilities. 

By  that  I  do  not  mean  to  imply  at  all 
that  I  think  the  Solicitor’s  opinion  would 
survive  a  Supreme  Court  test  in  a  com- 
mingling-of-water  case;  but  I  only  wish 
to  say  that  there  is  quite  a  difference,  if 
my  recollection  is  correct — and  I  think 
it  is — between  a  factual  situation  involv¬ 
ing  only  commingling  of  water  and  a 
factual  situation  such  as  is  involved  in 
the  San  Luis  case,  which  involves  com¬ 
mingling  of  both  water  and  facilities. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  comment? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  believe  the  Senator  is 
correct.  I  have  looked  up  the  opinion. 
In  that  case  the  same  river  was  used. 
The  facts  are  not  on  all  fours  by.  any 
means.  However,  I  am  of  the  view  that 
it  takes  State  legislation  to  apply  the 


acreage  limitation  in  the  State-serviced 
area,  and  that,  as  a  matter  of  govern¬ 
mental  philosophy,  is  the  way  it  ought 
to  be  done.  I  prefer  to  have  it  done  that 
way. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  now  yield  to  the  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Earlier  in  the  debate  the  senior  Senator 
from  Illinois,  in  endeavoring  to  indicate 
to  the  Senate  the  intention  with  which 
he  had  affixed  his  name  to  the  amend¬ 
ment,  used  the  language:  “We  propose 
to  enforce  the  160-acre  limitation.” 

I  have  no  quarrel  with  that  language, 
if  the  able  Senator  from  Illinois  intends 
that  the  acreage  limitation  be  applied 
to  Federal  reclamation  projects.  How¬ 
ever,  the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois,  by 
the  use  of  that  language,  left  open  what 
he  intended  the  acreage  limitation  to 
apply  to. 

I  wish  to  say  to  my  friend  from  Oregon 
that  I  stand  here  advocating  no  weak¬ 
ening  of  the  Federal  reclamation  law.  I 
say  at  the  same  time  that  here  we  have 
a  unique  situation,  where  there  is  in  the 
mountains  to  the  east  of  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley  only  one  available  site  for  a  reser¬ 
voir.  The  Federal  engineers  of  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  State 
engineers  of  the  govermnent  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  concluded,  after  lengthy  profes¬ 
sional  inquiry,  that  that  is  where  it  would 
be  possible  for  the  reservoir  to  be  con¬ 
structed  and  jointly  used. 

It  was  the  intention  of  my  able  col¬ 
league  and  my  intention  to  provide  that 
the  reclamation  law  should  apply  to  the 
area  to  be  served  by  the  extended  Central 
Valley  Project  on  the  one  hand;  it  was 
further  the  intention  to  make  scrupu¬ 
lously  and  completely  clear  that,  so  far 
as  the  waters  impounded  at  San  Luis 
which  would  go  on  further  south  into  the 
State  system,  paid  for  by  State  money, 
State  law  would  and,  as  we  believe 
should,  apply. 

Having  said  that,  I  wish  to  read  the 
relevant  part  of  section  6(a)  of  the  bill: 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  provisions  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  shall  not  be  applicable  to 
water  deliveries  or  to  the  use  of  drainage 
facilities  serving  lands  under  contract  with 
the  State  to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside 
of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area 
described  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior — 

And  so  forth.  Can  my  friend  from 
Oregon  answer  this  question?  Is  it  his 
intention,  in  offering  the  amendment,  to 
delete  the  language  I  have  just  read  to 
make  Federal  reclamation  law  applicable 
to  such  water  deliveries  as  are  there  de¬ 
scribed? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Let  me  say  to  my  friend 
that  the  only  answer  I  can  possibly  give 
him,  in  the  light  of  the  debate  which  has 
taken  place,  is  this:  It  is  my  intention  to 
try  to  strike  section  6(a)  from  the  bill, 
so  that  the  issue  will  go  before  the  courts 
as  a  clean  issue  as  to  whether  the  San 
Luis  project  covers  any  land  which  may 
be  involved  in  any  of  the  operative  facts 
presented  by  litigants  in  a  specific  court 
case. 

I  ask  my  friend  to  bear  with  me  a  lit¬ 
tle  longer.  In  other  words,  what  I  am 
saying  is  that  I  think  the  issue,  as  to 
whether  the  land  outside  of  what  the 
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Senators  from  California  keep  referring 
to  as  the  Federal  service  area  is  or  is 
not  covered  by  Federal  reclamation  law, 
should  be  determined  by  the  court,  and 
should  not  be  determined  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Why  does  my  friend 
from  Oregon  say  that? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  ask  my  friend  from 
California  to  bear  with  me  a  little  lon¬ 
ger.  Let  us  take  possible  hypothetical 
litigation.  Federal  reclamation  law 
does  not  apply  to  State  water  distributed 
under  a  State  system.  I  am  not  asking 
that  it  should.  However,  we  think  there 
is  involved  in  the  bill  a  Federal  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  what  extent,  if  any.  Federal 
reclamation  lav;  may  apply  to  land  out¬ 
side  the  so-called  Federal  service  area. 
As  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has  stated 
time  and  time  again  in  the  debate — 
and  I  wish  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
would  hear  me  on  this  point — the  Fed¬ 
eral  contribution,  the  Federal  facilities, 
the  Federal  structures  determine  in  the 
first  instance  the  very  existence  of  the 
project.  Without  them,  there  would  be 
nothing. 

It  is  our  position  that  we  ought  to 
leave  to  the  courts  the  determination  of 
these  legal  questions.  We  believe  that 
even  if  section  6(a)  is  left  in  the  bill, 
those  questions  will  still  have  to  be  left 
to  the  courts.  However,  we  also  believe 
that  section  6(a)  confuses  the  issue.  We 
believe  that  both  sides  in  the  controversy 
stand  on  an  equal  footing  before  the 
courts  if  we  let  the  application  of  the 
bill  go  to  the  courts  with  section  6(a) 
eliminated. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  First  of  all,  I  wish  to 
say  that  I  cannot  tell  my  friend  from 
Oregon  how  greatly  I  appreciate  the 
length  to  which  he  has  gone  in  trying 
to  find  some  avenue  by  which  we  could 
arrive  at  an  area  of  agreement.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  it.  But  I  do  not  stand  on  the  floor 
in  an  endeavor  to  be  stubborn.  As  a  Sen¬ 
ator,  I  do  not  desire  to  conduct  myself 
in  a  stubborn  fashion.  I  told  my  friend 
earlier  what  the  fact  is.  I  have  been 
associated  with  this  project  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  for  the  past  several  years.  It  has 
been  bitterly  opposed  by  some  people  in 
my  State.  I  introduced  the  bill  only 
after  the  State  government  had  recom¬ 
mended  that  Congress  proceed  to  ap¬ 
prove  it,  and  only  after  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  likewise  made  such  a  recommen¬ 
dation. 

A  similar  bill  passed  the  Senate,  as 
Senators  will  recall,  a  year  ago.  It  was 
not  considered  by  the  House.  Last  Jan¬ 
uary  my  good  friend  and  colleague  from 
California  [Mr.  Engle]  and  I  were  finally 
able  to  bring  together  all  the  several  con¬ 
tending  and  disputing  factions  in  Cali¬ 
fornia.  I  say  to  my  friend  from  Oregon 
that  I  refer  now  to  public  factions.  I 
do  not  speak  of  large  landowners.  Heav¬ 
en  knows,  I  stand  on  this  floor  trying  to 
do  what  is  best  for  the  people  of  my 
State.  I  speak  of  the  public  agencies 
which  were  involved.  Some  requested 
that  the  language  of  section  6(a)  be 
adopted  as  an  amendment,  so  that  it 
would  be  crystal  clear,  quite  beyond  the 
capacity  of  any  administrator  to  mis¬ 
take,  that  we  intended  Federal  recla¬ 


mation  law  to  apply  to  the  Central  Val¬ 
ley  project,  and  that  we  intended  State 
law  to  apply  to  the  State  project.  The 
fact  that  those  two  projects  were  to  cross 
at  one  point,  where  the  Creator  in  His 
wisdom  provided  a  site  for  a  future  reser¬ 
voir,  should  not  interfere  with  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  the  system  would  be  car¬ 
ried  forward  under  Federal  law,  in  one 
instance,  and  under  State  law,  in  the 
other. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  me,  so 
that  I  may  propound  a  question  to  the 
Senator  from  California? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  May  I  continue  for  a 
moment  or  two? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Oh,  yes.  I  have  yielded 
to  the  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thought  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  had  finished. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  agreement,  to  the 
extent  that  I  was  able  to  participate  in 
achieving  it  among  my  own  constituents, 
represented  one  of  the  bases  upon  which 
we  in  California  became  united. 

But  I  say  to  the  able  Senator  from 
Oregon — and  I  speak  to  him  as  a  lawyer, 
which  the  able  Senator  from  Illinois  is 
not — when  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
spoke  earlier  in  the  debate  to  indicate 
that,  in  his  judgment,  the  amendment  to 
which  both  he  and  the  Senators  from 
Oregon  have  affixed  their  names  was  in¬ 
tended  to  require  Federal  reclamation 
laws  to  apply  to  every  drop  of  water 
which  went  into  that  joint-use  dam  and 
reservoir,  my  colleague,  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Engle],  and 
I  both  opposed  it;  and  if  that  were  the 
intention  of  the  amendment,  we  would 
want  it  defeated.  That  is  why  I  have 
tried  to  ask,  with  some  regard  to  the 
language  I  used,  the  question  I  asked  a 
few  moments  ago. 

Mr.  MORSE.  It  is  a  very  fair  ques¬ 
tion.  I  will  comment  on  it  again  after  I 
have  yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Preliminary  to  the 
question  I  shall  ask,  I  may  say  there  are, 
of  course,  two  blocks  of  land  which  will 
be  involved.  The  first  block  consists  of 
approximately  440,000  acres  which  will 
be  brought  under  cultivation  by  irriga¬ 
tion  from  works  to  be  constructed  solely 
by  the  Federal  Government.  The  second 
block,  of  approximately  the  same 
amount — possibly  up  to  500,000  acres — 
will  be  brought  under  cultivation  by 
facilities  which  the  Federal  Government 
has  already  furnished  and  will  furnish, 
plus  added  facilities  which  the  State  says 
it  will  furnish. 

As  I  understand  the  senior  Senator 
from  California,  he  is  saying  that  State 
law  should  apply  to  the  second  block  of 
land.  I  ask  my  good  friend — and  I  hope 
he  is  still  my  good  friend - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Indeed  he  is. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What  is  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  law  so  far  as  land  limitation  is 
concerned?  As  I  understand,  there  is 
no  such  law  in  California  at  present; 
therefore,  for  the  Federal  Government  to 
abandon  jurisdiction  on  this  point  would 
be  to  create  a  vacuum.  Thus,  the  ex¬ 
istence  of  section  6(a)  would  furnish  the 
courts  a  great  deal  of  presumptive  evi¬ 
dence  that  it  was  the  intention  of  Con¬ 


gress  that  the  160-acre  limitation  would 
not  apply. 

I  admit  I  am  not  a  lawyer.  At  times 
I  assert  the  fact  that  I  am  not  a  lawyer; 
at  times  I  am  rather  proud  of  the  fact. 
But  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Oregon  if 
this  horseback  opinion  of  mine  is  so  far 
from  the  truth. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Blackstone  would  give 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  a  medal.  I 
think  he  has  made  a  very  clear  statement 
of  the  situation. 

I  do  not  think  we  are  so  far  apart  as 
I  am  afraid  the  senior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  seems  to  think  we  are.  What  I  am 
saying  to  him,  to  go  back  to  the  state¬ 
ment  I  made  a  minute  or  so  ago,  is  this: 
My  position  is  that  the  reclamation  laws 
do  not  apply  to  what  are  designated  as 
solely  State  projects.  I  have  no  inten¬ 
tion  of  seeking  to  apply  them  to  State 
projects.  That  is  a  principle  of  law 
which  nobody  can  question.  The  recla¬ 
mation  laws  do  not  apply  to  State 
projects. 

We  who  oppose  section  6(a)  in  the 
bill  take  the  position  that  the  senior 
Senator  from  California  and  the  junior 
Senator  from  California  are,  in  effect, 
seeking  to  have  the  U.S.  Senate  pass  upon 
a  legal  question,  in  relation  to  this  par¬ 
ticular  project,  which  we  think  should 
be  left  to  the  courts.  The  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  says  he  does  not 
think  it  makes  any  difference  whether 
this  section  is  in  the  bill  or  not;  he  is 
satisfied  that  the  courts  will  hold,  when 
the  question  gets  before  the  courts - 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  will  be  glad  to  have  the 
matter  settled  right  here  and  thus  abate 
the  rumpus  a  little. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  understand  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  willing  to  have  the  matter  settled 
here.  That  is,  I  must  say,  an  admission 
on  the  Senator’s  part  of  how  sound  the 
senior  Senator  from  Illinois  is  in  the 
amendment  which  he  has  offered,  be¬ 
cause  he  then  points  out  that  it  does 
make  a  difference  whether  the  section  is 
in  or  out  of  the  bill.  I  assume,  from  what 
the  junior  Senator  from  California  says, 
that  if  the  section  stays  in,  he  thinks 
he  has  it  settled,  but  if  it  goes  out,  he 
does  not  have  it  settled. 

What  I  am  saying — and  this  is  why 
I  have  gone  into  a  discussion  of  the  long 
history  of  the  reclamation  laws  and  the 
irrigation  programs — is  that  we  have 
here  a  case,  in  order  to  protect  the  recla¬ 
mation  laws  in  respect  to  other  cases 
which  may  have  variations  in  their  facts, 
which  the  two  Senators  from  California 
should  be  willing  to  allow  to  go  to  the 
courts. 

If  the  Senators  from  California  think 
the  position  is  clear  that  a  part  of  the 
project  is  clearly  a  State  project  and  in 
no  way  is  sufficiently  charged  with  a 
Federal  interest,  so  that  any  Federal 
reclamation  law  could  be  applied  to  it, 
why  do  they  not  let  the  question  go  to 
the  courts?  We  who  are  opposed  to 
section  6(a)  as  it  is  in  the  bill,  are  willing 
to  do  that.  If  the  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  are  sound  in  their  argument  and 
sound  in  their  interpretation  of  the  law, 
they  have  nothing  to  lose. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  what  they  are 
really  trying  to  do  is  to  estop  the  courts 
from  making  a  legal  determination  of 
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whether  under  this  set  of  facts  Federal 
reclamation  lav/s  do  apply,  then  I  say 
most  respectfully  that  the  bill  should 
not  be  before  the  Senate.  What  ought 
to  be  before  the  Senate,  then,  is  a  pro¬ 
posal  for  a  revision  of  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  law,  rather  than  an  attempt  to  re¬ 
vise  Federal  reclamation  law  through 
the  medium  of  this  bill. 

I  ask  the  Senators  from  California 
to  bear  with  me  a  moment  longer.  What 
Douglas,  Neuberger,  and  Morse  are  try¬ 
ing  to  do  in  this  debate  is  to  take  the 
precautionary  and  preventive  steps 
which  will  assure  the  people  of  the  coun¬ 
try  that  we  are  not  modifying  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  laws  by  way  of  the  San 
Luis  bill  which,  in  other  respects  we  ap¬ 
prove.  All  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  leave 
to  court  determination  the  ultimate  deci¬ 
sion  as  to  whether  any  phase  of  the 
operation  is  exempt  from  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws.  I  do  not  know  how  I 
could  make  a  clearer  legislative  history 
than  that.  It  is  a  legislative  history 
which  I  think  protects  the  interests  of 
the  Senators  from  California  and  at  the 
same  time  protects  the  national  inter¬ 
est  which  I  think  all  the  people  of  the 
Nation  have  in  the  reclamation  laws  as 
they  are,  without  any  modification.  It 
is  not  for  us  to  interpret  those  laws; 
that  is  a  function  of  the  courts. 

It  seems  to  me  that  all  we  have  to  do, 
in  order  to  have  this  issue  reach  the 
court,  is  to  agree  to  strike  out  section 
6(a). 

I  am  sure  that  both  the  Senators  from 
California — who  are  very  able  lawyers — 
will  if  between  now  and  Monday  they 
will  read  my  remarks,  reach  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  I  have  made  a  very  fair  and 
very  clear  legislative  history  regarding 
the  purpose  of  the  Douglas-Neuberger- 
Morse  amendment,  which  in  no  way  im¬ 
pairs  the  San  Luis  project. 

But  we  fear  that  with  the  language 
of  section  6(a)  included  in  the  bill,  it 
may  impair  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws.  We  say  this  bill  is  not  a  proper 
vehicle  for  dealing  with  a  possible  modi¬ 
fication  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws. 
We  think  that  if  the  California  Senators 
wish  to  take  up  that  legislative  issue,  here 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  they  should 
proceed  by  means  of  a  separate  bill  which 
will  call  for  amendments  to  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws. 

By  the  way,  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
that  I  happen  to  think  that  some  are 
needed;  and — although  some  persons 
may  be  aghast  when  they  read  this  state¬ 
ment  tomorrow  in  the  Record — I  happen 
to  think  that  the  160-acre  limitation  un¬ 
der  some  fact  circumstances  in  the  coun¬ 
try  probably  should  be  modified — for  in¬ 
stance,  in  the  highly  arid  areas  of  the 
country  where  160  acres  or  320  acres  un¬ 
der  modern  agricultural  conditions  and 
problems  cannot  begin  to  support  a 
family. 

So  what  I  am  talking  about  is  not  that 
under  no  circumstances  do  I  favor  any 
modification  of  the  160-acre  limitation; 
but  I  say  that  in  this  richest  Garden  of 
Eden  in  the  United  States — I  do  not 
think  is  a  more  fertile  area  in  the  Na¬ 
tion — I  do  not  wish  to  see  the  160-acre 
limitation  modified  in  any  way  in  re¬ 
spect  to  any  acres  over  which  the  recla¬ 


mation  laws  may  have  jurisdiction.  But 
the  Senators  from  California  and  I  can¬ 
not  tell  whether  they  do  or  not.  That  is 
for  the  courts  to  determine. 

I  think  we  have  made  a  legislative 
record  for  the  two  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  so  they  can  go  back  to  California 
and  can  say  before  any  group — I  care  not 
how  partisan  it  may  be  in  regard  to  this 
matter — ’“Senator  Douglas  and  Senator 
Morse  said,  when  they  urged  the  striking 
out  of  section  6(a),  that  their  position 
is  that  with  it  out,  then  they  favor  hav¬ 
ing  the  courts  determine  to  what  extent, 
if  any,  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
apply  to  the  Federal  part  of  the  San  Luis 
project.” 

Let  me  ask  the  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  whether  they  have  ever  thought 
that  it  is  not  beyond  the  realm  of  legal 
possibility  that  the  courts  might  say 
that,  because  the  two  sovereigns  entered 
into  a  joint  enterprise,  there  was  a  great 
modification  in  respect  of  the  application 
of  the  reclamation  laws.  I  do  not  know 
what  the  Court  would  hold.  So  far  as 
I  know,  there  is  no  U.S.  Supreme  Court 
decision  precisely  interpreting  the  legal 
effect  of  a-  joint  venture  of  this  type. 

All  I  am  saying — and  I  do  not  mean 
this  negatively — is  that  I  do  not  think 
it  is  fair  to  those  of  us  who  live  outside 
the  State  of  California,  and  who  have 
the  record  that  we  have,  during  the  years 
we  have  been  in  the  Senate,  of  serving 
as  watchdogs  and  guardians  of  the  rec¬ 
lamation  laws,  for  the  Senators  from 
California  to  ask  us  to  go  along  with 
their  bill  which  raises  in  our  minds  the 
very  question  as  to  whether  it  modifies 
the  reclamation  laws.  Our  point  is  that 
if  the  two  Senators  from  California  want 
to  modify  the  reclamation  laws,  they 
should  bring  before  the  Senate  a  recla¬ 
mation  bill,  not  a  water  project  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Car- 
roll  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  properly  stressed  both  the 
nature  of  the  reclamation  laws,  so  far  as 
the  limitation  on  land  holdings  is  con¬ 
cerned,  and  the  purpose  of  those  laws. 
Is  not  the  purpose  to  establish  the  fam¬ 
ily-sized  farm? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  correct,  and  the 
case  I  have  submitted  to  the  Senate 
shows  that  to  be  so. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  stated  that  in  high  altitudes 
it  may  be  desirable  to  increase  the  limi¬ 
tation. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  true,  how¬ 
ever,  that  in  low  altitudes,  such  as  in  the 
Central  Valley,  on  the  rich,  volcanic-ash 
soil,  where  the  coming  of  water  will  cause 
the  crops  to  sprout,  perhaps  there  should 
be  a  lower  limitation — lower  than  160 
acres? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  what  I  have 
said. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  possible  that 
if  this  debate  goes  much  further  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  and  I  will  propose  a  60- 
acre  limitation  on  that  land,  and  also  a 


provision  that  not  more  than  one  mem¬ 
ber  of  a  family  can  take  title  to  such 
land?  Then  perhaps  we  shall  really  ap¬ 
proach  a  family-sized  farm. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Let  me  say  that  when  I 
said,  in  effect,  that  I  do  not  think  the 
160 -acre  limitation  is  sacrosanct  and  un¬ 
changeable,  I  recognize  that  there  are 
fact  situations  which  would  justify  a 
modification  of  it.  In  some  cases,  320 
acres  might  not  be  enough.  But,  of 
course,  I  also  believe  that  if  we  are  to 
deal  with  any  proposed  legislation  which 
would  give  consideration  to  revisions  and 
modifications  of  the  reclamation  laws, 
we  probably  should  consider  proposals 
that — in  some  sections  of  the  country 
where  there  is  deep,  rich  soil — much  less 
than  160  acres  should  be  the  cover¬ 
age — 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Which  is  admittedly 
the  case  in  the  area  we  are  now  dis¬ 
cussing. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  in  such  areas  much 
less  than  160  acres  should  be  the  cover¬ 
age,  because  in  such  areas  a  much  small¬ 
er  acrage  would  support  a  family-sized 
farm. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  first  I 
yield  to  my  colleague,  the  Senator  from 
Illinois;  and  then  I  shall  yield  to  my 
friend,  the  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  true,  as  the 
Senator  has  earlier  read  into  the  Record, 
that  the  Fresno  Chamber  of  Commerce — 
which  supposedly  should  know  about  the 
circumstances  which  exist  there — has 
said  that  20  or  30  acres  planted  in 
oranges  or  30  or  40  acres  planted  in  apri¬ 
cots,  and  so  on,  will  support  a  family? 
Those  figures  seem  to  be  accurate. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  confirmed 
the  general  accuracy  of  those  figures — ■ 
although  not  necessarily  their  precise 
accuracy. 

Will  the  Senator  from  Oregon  join  me 
in  drafting  an  amendment  to  the  effect 
that  not  more  than  60  acres  shall  be  the 
limitation  there,  and  that  not  more  than 
one  member  of  a  family  can  hold  60 
acres?  Then  we  might  really  have 
family-sized  farms  for  that  area;  and  I 
hope  my  good  friends,  the  Senators  from 
California,  would  like  that  very  much. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  give  considera¬ 
tion  to  that. 

But  I  should  like  to  make  a  David 
Harum  suggestion  to  my  friends,  the 
Senators  from  California:  If  they  will  let 
me  go  to  California  and  select  just  20 
acres,  I  have  some  acres  in  Oregon  and  in 
Maryland  that  I  will  trade  for  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  After  the  most  con¬ 
ciliatory  efforts  that  our  friend,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon,  used  as  a  basis  for 
his  honest,  sincere  attempt  to  find  a 
common  ground  on  which  all  of  us  could 
stand,  then  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  comes  along  with  his  mass  of 
misinformation - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator - 
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Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
the  floor — and  with  his  mountain  of  con¬ 
fusion,  talks  about  orange  groves  in 
Fresno.  I  wish  to  say  to  my  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  that  he  should  try 
the  conciliatory  tactics  of  our  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
not  noticed  that  the  senior  Senator  from 
California  was  very  conciliatory  in  his 
remarks  on  this  bill,  although  I  hope 
for  his  conversion  and  improvement. 

Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Let  me  say  that  I 
have  the  highest  opinion  of  the  Fresno 
Chamber  of  Commerce.  Let  me  point 
out  to  the  senior  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  that  I  have  quoted  figures  which  were 
published  by  the  Fresno  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  namely,  that  a  family  could 
make  a  living  on  from  20  to  30  acres 
planted  in  oranges — and  certainly  some 
of  this  land  will  be  planted  in  oranges — 
or  could  make  a  living  on  30  to  40  acres 
planted  in  apricots. 

Does  the  Senator  from  California  im¬ 
pugn  the  veracity  of  the  Fresno  Chamber 
of  Commerce?  If  so,  I  rise  to  its  defense. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  To  the  contrary,  Mr. 
President,  I  comfort  myself  in  the  belief 
that  the  Fresno  Chamber  of  Commerce 
considers  that  my  record  here  in  the 
S  mate  is  not  unacceptable. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  My  colleague  has  fine 
support  there,  I  assure  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  the  Senators  from 
California  want  family-sized  farms,  let 
us  put  a  60-acre  limitation  in  effect,  and 
provide  that  only  one  member  of  a  farm 
family  can  have  such  a  farm. 

The  Senator  from  California  has  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  aggressive  tactics  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  as  compared  with 
the  conciliatory  tactics  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon.  The  Senator  must  know 
that  in  every  partnership  it  is  well  to 
have  one  partner  “rough  them  up”  and 
another  to  “smooth  them  down.”  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  and  I  have  this 
division  of  activity.  We  believe  that 
those  who  try  to  conciliate  are  in  a  bet¬ 
ter  bargaining  position  if  there  is  some¬ 
one  who  first  makes  a  mass  attack. 

Let  me  say  to  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  however,  that  I  am  not  fooling 
about  this  matter.  The  Senator  may 
find  there  is  a  proposal  for  a  60 -acre 
limitation  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do  not  quarrel  with 
the  right  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
to  propose  any  acreage  limitation.  I 
trust  the  Senator  is  not  engaged  in 
modifying  the  reclamation  law. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No;  I  want  to  carry 
out  the  spirit  of  the  reclamation  law, 
which  is  the  encouragement  of  family¬ 
sized  farms. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  entitled 
to  that  opinion,  but  I  disagree  with  him. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Do  not  run. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  not  running;  I 
am  merely  going  back  to  my  desk. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Do  not  run.  I  want 
to  make  a  classical  comparison.  The 
Senator  from  California  is  well  aware  of 
the  fable  of  the  Sicilian  innkeeper 
named  Procrustes,  who  had  a  bed  of  a 
given  length.  People  came  to  stay  at 


the  inn  overnight.  If  they  were  too 
short,  he  would  stretch  them  out.  If 
they  were  too  long,  they  were  hacked  off 
to  fit  the  bed.  It  was  an  inflexible  bed; 
and  so  the  expression  Procrustean  bed 
came  into  being. 

There  are  many  such  defects  connect¬ 
ed  with  the  160  acreage  limitation. 
Hitherto  what  we  have  been  doing  is 
“stretching  the  bed,”  but  leaving  it  in 
excess  where  people  were  shorter,  and  so 
forth.  Now,  I  am  proposing - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  would 
hack  them  off. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No;  I  would  not  hack 
the  people  off.  I  am  proposing  to  have  a 
flexible  system.  If  the  system  is  expand¬ 
ed  for  high  altitudes,  it  should  be  con¬ 
tracted  when  applied  to  land  such  as  that 
in  the  Central  Valley. 

So  I  think  the  60-acre  proposal  I  make 
for  the  Central  Valley  is  a  good  one.  I 
hope  the  Senator  from  Oregon,  who  has 
stood  on  the  floor  valiantly  fighting  for 
the  people  this  afternoon,  will  think 
about  it,  and  we  could  be  joint  movers  to 
really  establish  the  family-sized  farm  in 
the  Central  Valley. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  not  too  sure  60 
acres  is  not  too  much. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  California. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  should  like  to  make  a 
serious  comment  about  the  Senator’s 
suggestion  that  this  matter  should  be 
settled  in  court.  If  we  are  going  to 
challenge  the  basic  application  of  the 
reclamation  law,  we  ought  to  do  it  in  the 
legislature  that  created  the  law,  namely, 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  If 
Congress  encourages,  by  any  action, 
taking  this  project,  or  any  part  of  it,  into 
court,  we  are  not  going  to  build  this 
project  for  another  10  years.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  knows  how  long  it  takes  to  get  these 
cases  through  the  courts. 

If  there  were  an  administrative  ruling, 
or  a  ruling  by  a  court  of  the  lowest  juris¬ 
diction,  that  Federal  reclamation  law  ap¬ 
plied  outside  of  a  Federal  service  ai*ea,  I 
would  promptly  introduce  a  bill  to  change 
the  law  and  to  provide  that  Federal 
reclamation  law  shall  apply  only  to  a 
Federal  service  area,  so  that  a  State 
could  legislate,  as  it  should,  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  its  own  responsibilities. 

I  merely  wanted  to  make  my  position 
clear,  because  the  suggestion  of  getting 
into  court  is  just  about  the  fastest  way  I 
know  of  to  end  the  prospects  of  any 
project. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  merely  want  to  make 
one  comment  on  that  statement.  The 
matter  could  not  possibly  be  kept  out  of 
court,  with  or  without  the  section  in 
the  bill.  I  do  not  think  the  bill  will  stop 
preliminaries  on  the  project  from  going 
ahead.  I  am  in  favor  of  that.  I  do  not 
think  anything  could  be  put  into  the  bill 
which  would  stop  litigation  on  it,  nor 
would  I  try  to  do  so,  if  I  could.  All  I  am 
saying — and  I  stress  this  to  the  Senator 
from  California— is  that  if  the  intention 
is  to  modify  the  reclamation  laws  by  any 
such  language  as  is  contained  in  section 
6(a) ,  I  think  the  Senate  should  reject  it. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  We  do  not  modify  it;  we 
merely  restate  the  law. 
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Mr.  MORSE.  I  know  that  is  what  the 
Senators  from  California  say,  but  that 
is  what  the  argument  is  all  about.  If  the 
comments  in  opposition  which  have  been 
made  are  true — and  I  think  there  is  great 
merit  in  the  argument  that  the  provi¬ 
sion  affects  the  reclamation  laws — then 
the  vehicle  the  Senators  are  using  ought 
to  be  rejected,  and  the  two  Senators  from 
California  ought  to  be  told  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  they  should  come  forward  with 
proposals  for  revamping  the  reclamation 
laws. 

I  hope  the  two  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  will  read  very  carefully  the  lan¬ 
guage  I  have  used  in  stating  the  position 
of  the  sponsors  of  the  amendment  in 
respect  to  the  effects  we  intend  by  our 
amendment.  If  they  study  the  language, 
I  think  they  will  be  led  to  agree  that  they 
should  accept  our  amendment,  unless 
they  want  to  take  the  position  it  is  their 
intention  to  use  this  section  as  a  vehicle 
for  modifying  the  application  of  the 
Federal  reclamation  law. 

I  should  like  to  close  my  legal  argu¬ 
ment  with  the  statement  that  the  legal 
rights  under  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws  are  not  singular  to  the  people  of 
California.  The  legal  rights  under  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  are,  in  effect, 
of  great  value  to  the  people  of  every  State 
of  the  Union.  What  the  two  Senators 
from  California,  I  respectfully  submit, 
are  really  doing,  in  view  of  the  serious 
question  before  the  Senate  as  to  the  legal 
effects  of  section  6(a) ,  is  asking  us  possi¬ 
bly  to  endanger  the  rights  of  the  people 
of  every  State  under  the  reclamation 
laws  of  this  country,  because  once  those 
laws  are  changed  in  respect  to  this  proj¬ 
ect,  then  I  do  not  have  to  tell  the  Sen¬ 
ators  from  California,  as  two  good  law¬ 
yers,  a  precedent  will  have  been  set 
which  will  result  in  the  laws  being 
changed  throughout  the  country.  We 
are  not  going  to  do  that  in  the  Senate  if 
we  can  prevent  it. 

I  am  satisfied,  from  the  discussions 
had  by  the  considerable  number  of  my 
colleagues  in  the  Senate  this  afternoon, 
that  there  is  a  strong  point  of  view  in 
the  Senate  that  it  should  not  pass  the 
bill  if  there  is  any  possibility  that  it  may 
produce  an  effect  by  way  of  a  change  in 
the  reclamation  laws. 

I  think  we  have  been  very  fair  with 
the  Senators  from  California.  If  it  is 
true  that  the  Senators  from  California 
do  not  intend  to  change  the  law,  if  it  is 
true  that  all  they  seek  to  do  by  section 
6(a)  is  to  state  that  the  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  laws  shall  apply,  then  I  know  of 
no  basis  on  which  they  should  not  agree 
to  strike  out  the  section.  If  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  apply,  there  is  no  need 
for  section  6(a).  If  the  laws  do  not 
apply,  it  does  no  good  to  have  that  sec¬ 
tion  in  the  bill.  Having  the  section  in 
greatly  confuses  the  legal  picture. 

We  want  to  pass  a  bill  which  will  give 
the  Senators  from  California  the  San 
Luis  project.  We  are  for  it.  We  want 
to  give  the  Senators  from  California  a 
bill  which  provides  the  people  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  with  the  benefits  of  the  joint  ven¬ 
ture  between  the  State  of  California  and 
the  Federal  Government.  But  we  want 
to  make  certain  that  we  are  passing  a 
bill  which  does  not  in  any  way  transgress 
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the  rights  of  all  the  people  of  the  United 
States  in  existing  Federal  reclamation 
law  guarantees. 

I  think  that  is  a  fair  statement  of  our 
position,  I  will  say  to  the  senior  Senator 
from  Illinois.  On  that  basis  we  offer  our 
suggestion  that  the  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  accept  our  amendment,  which  we 
hope  they  will  do  on  Monday,  and  then 
we  shall  stand  shoulder  to  shoulder  with 
-  them  in  the  Senate  in  support  of  the 
bill. 

There  is  considerable  opposition  to  the 
bill  in  the  Senate  now,  even  if  section 
6(a)  is  removed  from  the  bill. 

I  happen  to  come  from  the  west  coast, 
along  with  the  Senators  from  California. 
I  am  very  much  concerned  about  prob¬ 
lems  which  confront  us  jointly  as  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  western  States  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  future  of  the  development  of 
our  water  resources.  We  have  stood  to¬ 
gether  time  and  time  again  in  connection 
with  great  public  works  for  the  West, 
which  we  so  sorely  need.  I  think  we 
ought  to  try  to  find  an  area  of  accommo¬ 
dation,  so  that  we  can  continue  to  stand 
together,  so  that  California  will  get  the 
project,  but  also,  so  that  Senators  from 
States  other  than  California  will  not 
be  put  in  the  indefensible  position  in 
their  home  States  and  elsewhere  in  the 
country  of  having  let  a  legislative  meas¬ 
ure  pass  the  Senate  which  could  be 
possibly  interpreted  as  one  which  in  fact 
modifies  the  reclamation  laws. 

I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  be  put  in 
that  position.  I  make  the  plea  that  we 
not  be  put  in  such  a  position.  I  ask  the 
Senators  from  California  to  talk  to  the 
leaders  of  groups  in  their  State  over  the 
weekend.  I  trust  they  will  invite  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  attitude  the  Senator  from  Il¬ 
linois  and  the  senior  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  have  taken  in  the  debate,  in  the  hope 
that  on  Monday  we  can  agree  to  strike 
section  6(a) ,  so  that  we  can  quickly  close 
ranks  and  join  in  opposition  to  those 
who,  I  think,  are  going  to  oppose  the 
project  in  its  entirety. 

Mi-.  President,  as  I  was  saying,  there 
have  been  a  number  of  administrative 
decisions  on  this  point.  One  of  these 
was  an  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of  In¬ 
terior  to  the  effect  that  the  160-acre 
limitation  was  permanent.  In  1914,  we 
had  the  famous  King  instructions  which 
disagreed  with  the  Secretary’s  interpre¬ 
tation.  This  opinion  has  never  been  re¬ 
cognized  by  Congress,  and  it  should  be 
emphasized  that  it  is  only  an  adminis¬ 
trator’s  opinion.  I  call  attention  to  the 
fact  that  no  time  limitation  is  mentioned 
in  the  antimonopoly  law  and  the  fact 
that  the  framers  of  the  law  indicated 
that  they  were  trying  to  promote  per¬ 
manent  family  farms,  not  just  temporary 
ones. 

The  King  opinion,  while  relied  on  by 
those  who  were  opposed  to  reclamation 
law  altogether  and  by  others  who  advo¬ 
cated  the  lump  sum  theory,  has  never 
really  been  considered  a  firm  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior  policy.  Secretary  John 
Barton  Payne  did  refer  to  it  once  in 
1920.  However,  experts  in  the  field  tell 
us  it  was  never  actually  a  part  of  ad¬ 
ministrative  policy,  although  23  years 
later,  in  1943,  a  legislative  analyst  of  the 
Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics  re¬ 


viewed  the  history  of  the  excess  lands 
provision  and  quoted  the  King  instruc¬ 
tions  with  seeming  approval,  without  ex¬ 
amining  the  basis  of  King’s  opinion. 
The  King  instructions  were  mentioned 
again  in  August  1945,  in  a  memorandum 
of  the  Solicitor  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior.  This  memorandum  merely 
recited  the  instructions  in  a  footnote 
without  inquiry.  The  next  year,  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation  cited  the  King  in¬ 
structions  and  added  its  own  proviso, 
which  referred  to  the  limitation  as  ap¬ 
plying  before  final  payment  in  full  was 
made. 

Out  of  this  and  other  interpretations 
grew  the  lump  sum  theory,  actually  the 
original  interpretation  seemed  to  refer 
to  land  owners  who  had  paid  all  of  their 
installments  and  in  the  manner  provided 
in  the  repayment  contract.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  these  early  interpretations  had  in 
mind  a  lump  sum  payment  under  which 
a  wealthy  individual  could  pay  up  his 
own  installments  and  possibly  lend 
money  to  his  neighbor,  which  would  be 
used  to  fulfill  the  obligations  of  the  rec¬ 
lamation  contract.  It  is  seen  what 
abuses  could  develop  if  such  a  practice 
became  widespread.  Great  corporations 
could  underwrite  or  assume  the  obliga¬ 
tion  of  the  irrigator  in  some  way  which 
would  enable  the  obligation  to  be  satis¬ 
fied. 

The  point  I  want  to  make  is  that  the 
lump  sum  theory,  which  in  my  opinion, 
would  defeat  the  purposes  of  the  Recla¬ 
mation  law  has  never  been  sanctioned 
by  Congress.  It  is  merely  an  adminis¬ 
trative  opinion  shared  by  a  few  admin¬ 
istrative  employees.  So  far  as  I  know,  it 
has  never  been  seriously  defended  in  the 
Congress. 

The  160-acre  limitation  logically  has 
developed  alongside  the  preference  pro¬ 
vision  which  is  also  an  antimonopoly 
law  which  would  prevent  large  corpora¬ 
tions  from  depriving  power  users  of 
their  rights  to  buy  power  from  Federal 
projects. 

These  laws,  are  fundamental  to  democ¬ 
racy  and  merely  set  forth  the  principle 
and  outlive  the  method  whereby  citizens 
may  obtain  the  greatest  possible  benefits 
from  their  own  resources.  There  has 
been,  of  course,  as  much  objection  to  the 
antimonopoly  preference  clause  in  re¬ 
gard  to  federally  generated  power  as  to 
the  antimonopoly  land  law.  The  same 
groups  oppose  both  of  these  laws.  The 
same  groups  have  devised  many  devious 
interpretations;  have  written  legislation 
which  they  have  attempted  to  get  the 
Congress  to  enact. 

When  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad 
urges  the  passage  of  a  bill  and  admits 
that  it  has  an  interest  in  the  reclama¬ 
tion  project,  which  the  bill  authorizes, 
you  may  be  sure  that  the  legislation 
should  be  scrutinized  carefully.  The  rec¬ 
ord  of  this  company  in  opposing  recla¬ 
mation  law  is  blear. 

Efforts  to  destroy  the  law  have  been 
unceasing.  The  campaign  against  the 
160-acre  limitation  was  in  full  swing 
during  the  79th  Congress. 

The  big  landowners,  having  failed  in 
their  attempt  to  convince  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  that  they  should  be 
exempt  from  the  160-acre  limitation. 


organized  a  legislative  campaign.  It 
was  conducted  so  skillfully  that  a’  plan 
designed  to  cripple  the  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion  passed  the  House  as  a  rider  to  the 
rivers  and  harbors  bill  in  1944.  This 
legislation  would  have  exempted  proj¬ 
ects  in  California,  Colorado,  and  Texas. 

On  the  Senate  side,  the  most  extensive 
hearings  in  the  history  of  the  contro¬ 
versy  were  held.  They  lasted  for  more 
than  a  month  and  comprised  1,300  pages 
of  testimony.  Testimony  was  introduced 
into  the  hearings  deemed  to  prove  that 
the  big  landowners  did  not  want  or  need 
the  water,  but  that  they  would  get  it 
anyway,  if  reservoirs  and  other  facilities 
were  built,  because  of  seepage  or  percola¬ 
tion. 

Every  argument  under  the  sun  was 
trotted  out  at  this  hearing.  Some  farm¬ 
ers  were  induced  to  say  they  did  not 
want  the  limitation.  Witnesses  repeated 
over  and  over  that  the  law  was  rm work¬ 
able,  never  had  worked,  never  had  been 
enforced,  was  to  the  detriment  of  every¬ 
body,  and  would  lead  us  down  the  road 
straight  to  communism. 

Those  in  favor  of  the  law,  however, 
carried  the  day,  because  they  brought 
facts  to  the  hearing.  Officials  of  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  testified.  Com¬ 
missioner  Michael  Straus  disproved  the 
statements  of  those  seeking  to  destroy 
the  law.  Straus  pointed  out  that  farm¬ 
ers  all  over  the  West  had  been  signing 
repayment  contracts  for  years,  and  had 
voted  overwhelmingly  in  many  elections 
to  go  along  with  the  law  and  subject 
themselves  to  its  requirements. 

Straus  also  introduced  facts  into  the 
hearing  indicating  big  landowners  had 
subjected  themselves  to  the  law’s  re¬ 
quirements  by  getting  rid  of  their  ex¬ 
cess  acreages. 

The  result  of  the  hearings  in  1947  was 
defeat  of  the  proposal  to  repeal  the  160- 
acre  limitation. 

Past  administrations  have  refused  to 
support  the  lump  sum  school  of  thought 
and  while  Congress  has  taken  no  action 
against  the  King  instructions,  it  has 
never  affirmatively  approved  the  lump 
sum  theory. 

Secretary  of  Interior  Chapman  refused 
to  negotiate  a  lump  sum  repayment  con¬ 
tract  when  he  was  Secretary.  Chapman 
rightfully  refused  to  yield  to  the  de¬ 
mands  of  the  big  landowners  in  the 
King’s  River  area.  This  particular  proj¬ 
ect  which  included  Pine  Flat  Dam  has 
probably  aroused  more  controversy  than 
any  other  project  in  the  United  States. 
The  history  of  this  project  proves  that 
big  landowners  cannot  be  forced  to  sign 
contracts. 

Those  attempting  to  set  aside  recla¬ 
mation  law  in  regard  to  this  project  con¬ 
tend  that  the  regulation  should  not  ap¬ 
ply  because  the  Army  Engineers  built  the 
dam.  Although  the  Army  did  build  the 
dam,  Congress  provided,  under  section  8 
of  the  Flood  Control  Act  that  water  from 
the  project  should  be  administered  un¬ 
der  reclamation  law. 

Unfortunately,  the  activity  of  the 
Army  Engineers  has  been  a  source  of 
a  great  deal  of  trouble  involving  the 
project. 

The  Army  engineers  insisted  from  the 
beginning — and  this  goes  back  to  the  late 
1930’s — that  they  should  build  the  proj- 
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ect,  that  it  should  not  be  administered 
by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

In  1939  President  Franklin  D.  Roose¬ 
velt.  aware  of  the  interagency  conflict 
over  the  project,  viewed  the  King’s  River 
controversy  with  such  concern,  particu¬ 
larly  in  regard  to  any  precedent  that 
might  be  set  for  irrigation  and  flood  con¬ 
trol,  that  he  instructed  the  two  agencies 
to  keep  their  reports  confidential.  He 
further  instructed  all  the  agencies  in¬ 
volved,  including  the  Department  of 
War,  Interior,  and  Agriculture,  in  coop¬ 
eration  with  the  National  Resources 
Planning  Board,  to  draw  up  a  memo  of 
agreement,  which  he  assumed  would  pre¬ 
clude  possible  conflicts. 

These  plans  might  have  come  along 
successfully  had  not  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment  ignored  the  National  Resources 
Planning  Board  and  sent  its  report  di¬ 
rect  to  Congress.  The  Engineers,  on 
their  part,  sent  their  report  to  the  White 
House.  The  War  Department,  in  effect, 
was  defying  its  superior  officer  in  send¬ 
ing  its  report  direct  to  Congress. 

The  rivalry  of  these  agencies  and  dif¬ 
ferences  of  opinion  in  regard  to  reclama¬ 
tion  law  was  the  cause  of  this  confusion. 

The  Army  report  also  turned  up  in 
Congress  and  the  Chairman  of  the  NRPB 
wrote  in  early  1940  that  since  the  Army 
report  had  ignored  reclamation  law  and 
had  already  gone  to  Congress  that  the 
report  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
should  also  go  to  the  Congress. 

As  a  result,  Congress  received  two  sep¬ 
arate  reports  from  these  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  that  were  similar  in  figures  in  engi¬ 
neering,  but  far  apart  on  matters  of 
water  policy.  Thus,  a  controversy  de¬ 
veloped  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on 
one  side  against  reclamation  laws  and 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  on  the  other 
side  for  it. 

The  basic  differences  in  the  two  re¬ 
ports  were  the  water  use  philosophies 
of  the  two  agencies.  The  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  responsive  to  reclamation 
laws  and  other  laws  enacted  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  worked  on  the  development  of  the 
King’s  River  area  as  part  of  a  compre¬ 
hensive  plan  for  the  Central  Valley 
Basin  with  emphasis  on  water  conserva¬ 
tion  and  as  wide  as  possible  distribution 
consistent  with  the  160-acre  limitation. 
The  Corps  of  Engineers,  on  this  project, 
rejected  this  view.  The  Army  engineer 
overseeing  the  project  told  the  Central 
Valley  Basin  Drainage  Committee,  “The 
Army  investigations  have  been  only 
from  the  standpoint  of  flood  control.” 

The  question  arose  whether  or  not  the 
project  should  be  built  in  accordance 
with  flood  control  law  or  reclamation 
law.  Significantly,  the  differences  be¬ 
tween  these  two  laws  relate  to  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  repayment.  With  respect  to  re¬ 
payment,  reclamation  laws  require  the 
repayment  of  irrigation  costs  by  water 
users  in  periods  up  to  40  years  with 
the  addition  of  the  developmental  period 
not  to  exceed  10  years,  but  free  from  in¬ 
terest.  Water  users,  therefore,  must 
pay  project  costs  allocated  to  irrigation. 

In  the  King’s  River  reports,  the  Bu¬ 
reau  recommended  that  water  users  re¬ 
pay  irrigation  costs  over  a  period  of  40 
years  without  interest.  The  Corps  on 
the  other  hand  recommended  that  local 


interests  contribute  a  lump  sum  for  ir¬ 
rigation  benefits.  It  is  seen  that  the 
Army  method  paid  little  attention  to  the 
reclamation  law.  It  would  give  large 
landowners  as  much  water  as  they 
needed  and  that  they  could  pay  for.  It 
is  important  to  remember,  in  discussing 
many  of  these  projects,  that  a  large  paid; 
of  the  project  will  inevitably  be  paid 
for  by  the  general  taxpayer,  since  flood 
control,  navigation  and  other  purposes 
under  the  Army  Engineers  plan  would 
be  nonreimbursable.  Thus,  even  though 
the  Army  Engineers  suggested  that  ir¬ 
rigators  should  pay  3V2  percent  on  the 
part  allocated  to  irrigation,  a  large  part 
of  the  project  would  be  subsidized. 

The  result  of  the  conflicting  plans 
was  great  concern  on  Capitol  Hill. 

Congress  finally  decided  that  the  Army 
Engineers  should  build  the  project.  How¬ 
ever,  Congress  did  decide  to  save  the  160- 
acre  limitation  by  authorizing  the  Bureau 
to  sell  the  power  and  administer  the  irri¬ 
gation  benefits.  In  other  words,  it  said 
that  the  project  should  be  administered 
under  reclamation  law.  The  big  land- 
owners  refused  to  sign  contracts  in  the 
hope  that  eventually  they  would  get  the 
water  anyway.  The  same  thing  in  my 
judgment  will  happen  in  the  San  Luis 
area.  I  realize  the  common  practice  is 
not  to  require  signing  of  contracts  until 
water  is  available,  but  it  seems  to  me  in 
these  extreme  instances,  such  as  King’s 
River  and  San  Luis,  where  large  land- 
owners  have  consistently  refused  to  sign 
contracts,  that  contracts  should  be 
signed  before  construction  starts.  I 
don’t  believe  it  can  be  overemphasized 
that  the  Southern  Pacific  has  stated 
that,  in  effect,  it  will  not  sign  contracts. 
Its  attitude  in  this  San  Luis  proposal  will 
probably  be  the  same  attitude  as  that 
of  the  big  landowners  on  the  King’s 
River  project. 

It  seems  to  me  the  Congress  should 
learn  something  from  experience  and 
not  go  on  making  the  same  mistakes 
over  and  over  again.  A  child  burned 
once  will  stay  away  from  the  fire,  but 
apparently,  the  sponsors  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  want  the  Federal  Government  to 
be  burned  by  the  big  landowners  again 
and  again  and  again. 

The  King’s  River  situation,  according 
to  my  information,  is  just  as  bad  today 
as  it  ever  was.  This  is  not  history. 
This  is  something  that  is  going  on  at 
the  present  time.  For  5  years  big  land- 
owners  in  the  King’s  River  area  are  get¬ 
ting  water  from  the  Pine  Flat  Dam 
without  full  compliance  with  the  recla¬ 
mation  law. 

This  bill  provides  that  the  160-acre 
limitation  should  not  be  applicable  in 
so-called  State  service  areas.  Nobody 
seems  to  know  what  the  State  service 
area  is,  even  though  it  is  mentioned  in 
the  bill.  Nobody  knows  the  amount  of 
funds  which  the  State  government  is 
supposed  to  put  into  this  project.  So 
far,  there  has  only  been  talk.  The  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  California  says  that  he  is  going 
to  ask  the  legislature  to  float  a  bond 
issue.  There  have  been  some  state¬ 
ments  made  that  the  portion  of  State 
funds  will  be  60  to  40.  All  this  is  vague, 
too. 
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This  legislation  should  be  considered 
in  the  light  of  the  record  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  in  zealously 
attempting  to  carry  out  our  reclamation 
laws.  Secretary  of  the  Interior  McKay 
followed  the  lump  sum  theory  and  pre¬ 
pared  to  negotiate  a  contract  under 
which  the  big  landowners  would  get 
hold  of  the  King’s  River  area  by  pay¬ 
ment  of  $14  million. 

I  am  advised  that  the  Pine  Flat  Dam 
cost  approximately  $50  million. 

This  indicates  the  kind  of  an  agree¬ 
ment  that  we  might  get  from  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Interior.  Although  Secretary 
Seaton  refused  to  approve  the  McKay 
action,  he  went  on  to  say  that  he  be¬ 
lieved  in  the  lump  sum  theory.  In  a 
letter  dated  July  12,  1957,  Secretary 
Seaton  in  the  next  to  the  last  paragraph 
reaffirms  the  support  of  the  lump  sum 
theory  in  this  language: 

The  Department  continues  to  recognize 
and  support  the  basic  concept  of  reclama¬ 
tion  law  that  full  and  final  payment  of  the 
obligation  of  a  district  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  ends  the  applicability  of  the  acre¬ 
age  limitations. 

Secretary  Seaton  goes  on  to  say  that 
the  issue  in  the  case  was  whether  the 
contract  provided  for  a  release  to  the 
individuals  rather  than  a  district  as  a 
whole.  Here  is  the  exact  language: 

But  the  overriding  issue  here  is  whether 
this  contract  which  provides  for  the  release 
of  individuals,  rather  than  a  district  as  a 
whole,  should  be  approved. 

Note  that  the  Secretary  says  the  terms 
of  what  a  contract  should  be  depends 
on  factors  in  a  given  case.  I  am  sure 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  under 
this  administration,  given  the  wide  range 
of  authority  to  negotiate  agreements  as 
set  forth  in  this  legislation,  will  find  some 
way  to  subvert  reclamation  laws  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  San  Luis  area. 

This  $68  million  as  set  forth  in  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Dominy,  Associate 
Commissioner  of  Reclamation,  who  is 
now  Commissioner  as  of  May  1,  on  page 
260  of  the  House  hearings  on  H.R.  5687, 
the  companion  bill,  in  March  1959,  in¬ 
dicates  that  the  $68  million  subsidy  to 
be  paid  out  of  power  revenues  only  re¬ 
lates  to  the  initial  $290  million,  which 
is  spelled  out  in  this  bill.  Mr.  Dominy 
said: 

The  overall  San  Luis  project,  without  the 
Avenal  Gap,  but  including  the  provision  for 
the  additional  capacity,  ultimately,  $68  mil¬ 
lion  of  that  would  be  paid  from  power  and 
about  $216  million  of  it  would  be  paid  from 
irrigation  and  about  $5,900,000  from  mu¬ 
nicipal  and  industrial  water. 

Mr.  Dominy  did  not  indicate  what 
portion  of  the  $192  million,  which  he 
estimated  to  be  the  cost  of  the  addi¬ 
tional  distribution  system  would  be  paid 
for  out  of  power  revenues. 

According  to  figures  based  on  recorded 
ownerships,  the  Kern  County  service 
area  of  the  State  water  project  includes 
the  following  acreages:  Standard  Oil, 
112,275.48;  other  oil  companies,  201,- 
964.67;  Kern  County  Land  Co.,  348,- 
026.46;  Tejon  Ranch  Co.,  168,531.07; 
other  private  holdings  over  1,000  acres 
each  owner,  491,732.06;  Government 
land,  122,692.13;  and  private  holdings 
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under  1,000  acres  each  owner — includ¬ 
ing  all  city,  county.  State,  and  subdi¬ 
vided  land — 647,164.40;  Southern  Pa¬ 
cific,  45,141.68. 

Assuming  that  these  big  landowners 
can  get  out  from  under  the  160-acre 
limitation,  it  is  easily  estimated  how 
much  subsidy,  big  landowners  might 
realize. 

I  am  informed  that  in  the  Central  Val¬ 
ley  irrigation  adds  approximately  $700  in 
value  to  each  acre.  This  means  that 
the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad,  if  it  can 
get  hold  of  this  subsidized  water  could 
realize  a  windfall  on  the  120,000  acres 
which  it  owns  on  the  project. 

Mr.  President,  the  foregoing  consti¬ 
tute  some  of  the  reasons  why  I  oppose 
the  portion  of  the  San  Luis  bill  which  I 
believe  would  irreparably  injure  the  160- 
acre  limitation — section  6(a). 

I  endorse  and  support  fully  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  able  Senator  from  Illinois 
I  Mr.  Douglas]  to  strike  section  6(a)  from 
this  bill.  This  objectionable  section 
would,  in  my  opinion,  impair  or  nullify 
an  important  historic,  and  I  think  wise, 
national  policy  established  and  fre¬ 
quently  upheld  by  this  Senate  to  foster 
family-sized  farming  in  this  country  and 
to  protect  the  United  States  from  the 
perils  of  corporate  agriculture,  and  fur¬ 
ther  annointing  concentrated  wealth 
with  taxpayers’  money  at  the  expense  of 
the  small  independent  individual  farm¬ 
ers  whom  we  seek  to  assist. 

It  is  also  my  hope  that  the  sponsors  of 
this  authorization  will  conclude  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  Douglas  amendment. 

Stripped  of  this  objectionable  lan¬ 
guage  of  section  6(a),  I  would  welcome 
an  opportunity  to  vote  for  authorization 
of  the  San  Luis  project  to  advance  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  the  Nation’s  destiny.  Basic¬ 
ally,  it  represents  the  type  of  endeavor 
I  have  long  advocated  in  my  State  and 
elsewhere,  in  which  I  believe  this  Sen¬ 
ate  should  recognize  our  positive  respon¬ 
sibilities  to  aid,  assist,  and  secure  the 
full  potentials  we  need  in  developing  our 
natural  resources.  That  we  can  do 
without  quibbling  or  dodging  or  over¬ 
looking  our  clear  duties. 

So  I  hope  this  amendment  striking 
section  6  (a)  will  be  accepted  by  the 
sponsors  without  the  necessity  of  asking 
a  roll  call  thereon.  Thereby  many  of 
us  would  be  enabled  to'  congratulate 
California  on  reaching  some  semblance 
of  resolution  of  some  of  its  internal  dis¬ 
putes  that  have  long  arrested  full  de¬ 
velopment  of  these  lands. 

More  positively,  we  can  assist  her  by 
voting  this  authorization  now  at  long 
last  in  the  public  interest.  We  have  be¬ 
fore  us  a  matter  of  important  national 
policy  reflected  somewhat  obscurely  in 
this  section  6(a)  to  which  I  object.  I 
cannot  accept  the  explanation  that  it  is 
unimportant  or  without  design.  Lan¬ 
guage  stating  as  this  does,  “The  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
shall  not  be  applicable  *  *  *”  we  know 
does  not  appear  in  this  bill  by  accident. 
There  is  a  purpose,  and  the  purpose  here 
is  to  strike  down  and  kill  off  a  major 
all-American  philosophy  we  have  ham¬ 
mered  out  and  upheld  time  after  time 
in  this  Senate  and  which  is  fundamental 
economically,  socialogically,  and  politi¬ 
cally  to  our  philosophy.  The  Senator 


from  Illinois  has  put  our  problem  in  his¬ 
torical  context  for  us  and  I  need  not 
repeat,  but  I  will  have  no  part  in  in¬ 
corporating  this  nullification  of  national 
policy  in  our  statute  books. 

Thirty-four  of  us  happen  to  come 
from  and  represent  17  western  reclama¬ 
tion  States.  Speaking  only  for  Oregon, 
I  can  tell  Senators  my  constituents  be¬ 
lieve  in,  abide  by,  and  support  the  rec¬ 
lamation  laws  they  helped  to  secure 
over  the  years,  including  this  family¬ 
sized  farm  keystone. 

Frankly,  I  would  be  amazed  if  the 
constituents  in  other  reclamation  States 
did  not  feel  the  same  way  about  this 
keystone  of  reclamation  law.  I  do  not 
see  how  it  could  be  in  existence  if  they 
did  not.  After  all,  the  reclamation 
States  wrote  the  reclamation  law  and 
presented  it  in  this  Senate  over  the 
years. 

The  reason  I  feel  so  strongly  about  this 
section  6(a)  is  that  I  know  if  it  survives, 
it  will  not  be  confined  to  California  as  in 
this  bill. 

In  the  west  there  exists  a  sort  of  tom¬ 
tom  telegraph  system.  In  water  matters 
there  has  long  been  a  type  of  “most 
favored  nation”  approach  and  Federal 
law  applicable  to  one  state  is  immedi¬ 
ately  sought  in  the  others.  So  I’m  not 
against  the  policy  of  section  6(a)  just 
in  California.  I  know  that  if  we  con¬ 
done  this  exception  there,  it  will  next 
pop  up  in  Oregon  and  elsewhere  in  the 
west. 

That  is  only  natural.  After  all,  at 
least  half  a  million  and  perhaps  a  mil¬ 
lion  acres  would  be  exempted  from  acre¬ 
age  restriction  in  California  in  this  bill. 
How  could  we  stop  the  same  exemption 
in  other  States? 

I  know  I  would  be  confronted  with 
the  problem  in  Oregon.  And  even  if  I 
feel  sure  how  my  people  feel  about  it  I 
do  not  want  to  have  to  fight  the  same 
battle  over  and  over  again  in  each  indi¬ 
vidual  State. 

This  is  a  true  question  of  national  pol¬ 
icy  that  we  cannot,  and  should  not  dodge 
by  playing  ostrich.  Let  us  settle  it  here 
today. 

A  matter  of  great  significance,  that 
goes  far  beyond  partisan  boundaries,  is 
hidden  in  section  6(a) . 

The  judicial  division  of  this  Govern¬ 
ment  recently  upheld,  in  the  Supreme 
Court  decision  in  the  Ivanhoe  case,  the 
family-sized  farm  principle.  It  was  a 
unanimous  decision  growing  out  of  a 
different  theory  of  escaping  acreage  re¬ 
striction  arising  in  this  same  area  of 
California.  In  fact  the  Ivanhoe  decision 
came  down  just  before  section  6(a) 
popped  into  this  bill  and  it,  therefore, 
represents,  to  a  considerable  extent,  an 
endeavor  to  legislatively  reverse  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court.  I  do  not  believe  that  is 
good  government. 

The  Honorable  Fred  Seaton,  our  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Interior  and  a  former  Senator, 
recently  spoke  out  on  the  acreage  law. 
Again,  it  was  on  a  matter  arising  from 
this  area  in  California.  It  had  to  do 
with  a  contract,  clearly  in  his  jurisdic¬ 
tion,  in  which  it  was  proposed  that  some 
big  landowners  buy  their  way  out  from 
under  the  160-acre  laws  by  so-called 
lump-sum  payments.  They  felt  this 
would  get  them  priceless  water  for  any 


amount  of  land  by  an  elaborate  legal¬ 
istic  rationalization. 

But  Secretary  Seaton  rejected  that  es¬ 
cape  theory  on  high  moral  grounds. 
Seaton  in  effect  said  that  he  could  never 
be  a  party  to  whittling  away  this  basic 
and  fundamental  policy. 

Secretary  Seaton  is  the  Republican 
spokesman  in  these  matters  and  I’m 
definitely  not  criticizing  him. 

But  if  he  would  have  no  part  of  “whit¬ 
tling  away”  acreage  restrictions  in  that 
little  obscure  contract  what  would  he 
think  of  section  6(a)  in  this  bill?  Here 
is  no  whittling  away  operation.  Here  it 
is  proposed  to  do  it  wholesale  with  a 
buzz  saw. 

Let  us  be  mericful  and  not  confront 
Secretary  Seaton  with  an  issue  where,  if 
he  is  consistent  and  true  to  his  public 
proclamation,  he  would  have  to  recom¬ 
mend  that  this  bill,  should  it  contain 
section  6(a),  must  be  vetoed.  Let  us 
save  him  such  embarassment  and  take 
care  of  section  6(a)  right  here  and  now — ■ 
preferably  by  the  sponsors  accepting  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

That  is  the  easiest  and  simplest  way  to 
perform  our  duty. 

In  closing  my  speech,  Mr.  President, 
in  support  of  the  Douglas  amendment, 
I  desire  to  read  a  very  fine  statement  in 
opposition  to  section  6(a),  written  by 
Angus  McDonald,  coordinator  of  the 
division  of  legislative  services  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Farmers’  Union. 

Mr.  President,  earlier  in  my  speech  I 
read  the  statements  of  the  so-called 
little  people  of  America,  the  dirt  farm¬ 
ers  of  America  who  attended  the  early 
irrigation  congresses  and  inaugurated 
the  great  history  which  has  been  built 
around  our  reclamation  laws.  We  have 
those  little  people  today,  Mr.  President, 
and  I  use  the  word  “little”  as  a  great 
commendation  of  men  such  as  Angus 
McDonald.  He  is  an  ardent  conserva¬ 
tionist.  He  has  been  a  dirt  farmer  for 
many,  many  years.  He  has  a  feel  for 
and  an  understanding  of  the  importance 
of  preserving  the  family-sized  farm  in 
America. 

As  the  Coordinator  of  the  Division  of 
Legislative  Services  of  the  National 
Farmers’  Union,  Mr.  McDonald  has  writ¬ 
ten  a  very  sound,  and  I  think  unanswer¬ 
able,  argument  in  support  of  the  posi¬ 
tion  which  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas]  and  I  have  taken  throughout 
this  debate.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  it  be  incorporated  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

National  Farmers  Union, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  4, 1959. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senator,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  I  am  writing  you 
in  regard  to  S.  44,  a  bill  which  authorizes 
Federal  development  of  the  San  Luis  project 
in  the  Central  Valley  of  California.  Un¬ 
fortunately  when  this  legislation  was  the 
subject  of  hearings,  held  by  the  Senate  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  I  was 
out  of  town  attending  the  annual  conven¬ 
tion  of  the  National  Farmers  Union  and  was 
unable  to  appear  in  opposition  at  the  hear¬ 
ing.  The  hearings,  I  believe,  were  called 
rather  suddenly.  At  any  rate  the  Farmers 
Union,  which  has  been  interested  for  many 
years  in  the  antimonopoly  provision  of  the 
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reclamation  law,  commonly  known  as  the 
160-acre  provision,  had  no  notice  of  the 
hearing.  Therefore,  we  consider  it  extremely 
unfortunate  that  this  legislation  has  pro¬ 
gressed  to  the  point  where  it  will  be  taken 
up  in  the  Senate  tomorrow. 

This  legislation,  it  appears,  would  destroy 
the  160-acre  limitation  in  two  important 
respects:  It  would  flatly  repeal  the  limita¬ 
tion  insofar  as  the  so-called  State  service 
area,  or  areas,  is  concerned  in  section  6, 
and  it  would  give  a  veto  power  to  the  State 
of  California  in  regard  to  the  administration 
of  the  Federal  project.  It  would  also  open 
wide  the  door  to  a  deal  between  the  large 
landowners  and  the  Secretary. 

Section  6  would  repeal  the  Warren  Act 
(title  43,  US.C.  523  and  524)  which  provides 
in  section  523  that  water  on  a  Federal  proj¬ 
ect  “in  excess  of  the  requirements  of  the 
lands  to  be  irrigated  in  any  project”  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  reclamation  law.  It  is  apparent  that 
section  6  is  aimed  at  this  provision. 

It  is  proposed,  under  the  bill  to  provide 
1  million  acre-feet  in  the  Federal  part  of 
the  project  and  about  1  million  acre-feet  in 
the  State  part  of  the  project  as  outlined  in 
the  Report  of  the  Department  of  Interior. 

Section  6  also  repeals  that  part  of  the 
Warren  Act  (sec.  524)  which  states  that 
water  carried  through  Federal  reservoirs, 
canals,  or  ditches,  must  be  subject  to  the 
160-acre  limitation.  Water  to  fill  the  reser¬ 
voir  will  be  carried  through  the  Federal  Del¬ 
ta  Mendota  Canal. 

I  am  aware  that  proponents  of  the  legis¬ 
lation  insist  that  500,000  acres  in  the  Federal 
project  will  be  subject  to  reclamation  law. 
Surely  they  must  know  that  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  representatives  at  the  House 
hearing  stated  that  the  company  would  not 
sell  its  land  (copy  of  this  testimony  is  at¬ 
tached)  ,  and  surely  proponents  of  the  bill 
know  that  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  can 
not  be  forced  to  sell  its  land. 

It  is  obvious  what  will  happen  to  the  hold¬ 
ings  of  the  Southern  Pacific  and  the  other 
large  landowners.  They  will  be  allowed  to 
enter  into  a  lump-sum  agreement  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  I  was  assured 
only  a  few  days  ago  by  a  Department  of  In¬ 
terior  official  that  a  lump-sum  agreement 
with  the  Southern  Pacific  and  other  large 
landowners,  if  they  organized  themselves  in¬ 
to  a  district,  would  not  be  inconsistent  with 
the  Department  of  Interior  policy. 

The  policy  of  the  Department  of  Interior 
in  regard  to  the  160-acre  limitation  is  well 
known.  Secretary  of  Interior  McKay  nego¬ 
tiated  a  deal  with  the  large  landowners  of 
the  King  River  area,  under  which  they  were 
to  pay  $14  million  for  water  rights  which  I 
believe  cost  about  $50  million.  This  deal  by 
McKay  caused  such  public  indignation  that 
Secretary  of  Interior  Seaton  refused  to  ap¬ 
prove  it.  However,  Mr.  Seaton  is  just  as 
ardent  a  supporter  of  the  lump-sum  theory 
as  his  precedessor.  He  believes  that  main 
consideration  is  to  satisfy  the  irrigator’s  ob¬ 
ligation  to  the  Government. 

We  in  the  Farmers  Union  do  not  believe 
that  the  purpose  of  the  Reclamation  Law 
was  to  provide  cheap  irrigation  water  for  big 
landowners.  Yet  this  is  precisely  what  is 
going  to  happen,  if  this  legislation  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Congress. 

Not  only  will  the  big  landowners  be  able 
to  make  some  kind  of  a  deal  with  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Interior  and  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  but  the  Federal  Government,  under 
the  bill,  stands  a  good  chance  to  lose  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Central  Valley  project. 

I  call  your  attention  to  line  3,  page  2  of 
S.  44,  which  refers  to  the  San  Luis  unit  as 
an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  proj¬ 
ect.  The  language  makes  the  San  Luis  unit 
an  adjunct  of  the  existing  Central  Valley 
project  and  as  the  language  says  “an  integral 
part  of  the  Central  Valley  project.” 

On  lines  9  and  10  of  the  same  page,  the 
works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  “hereinafter  re¬ 


ferred  to  as  joint-use  facilities”  are  made 
synonymous  with  joint  use,  and  I  presume 
with  the  Central  Valley  project.  Then  on 
line  19,  page  2,  the  bill  says  that  other  joint 
use  facilities  may  be  constructed  so  as  to 
permit  future  expansion.  This  language  can 
conceivably  apply  to  the  Central  Valley 
project. 

On  page  3,  lines  4  to  8,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  cannot  even  begin  construction  of 
the  project  unless  he  has  subjected  himself 
to  the  veto  power  of  the  State  of  California. 
Read  this  language  carefully.  It  says,  “Con¬ 
struction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  shall  not  be 
commenced  until  the  Secretary  has  (1) 
secured,  or  has  satisfactory  assurance  of  his 
ability  to  secure,  all  rights  to  the  use  of 
water  which  are  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  the  unit  and  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  of  this  Act.” 

Under  the  conditions  of  this  act,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  might  allow  the  Southern  Pacific  to 
pay  off  in  a  lump  sum.  In  any  event,  the 
State  could  certainly  block  the  project  if  it 
waited  until  it  got  the  kind  of  a  “satisfactory 
assurance  of  his  ability  to  secure,  all  rights 
to  the  use  of  the  water.” 

I  call  your  attention  to  the  language  on 
page  4,  lines  6  through  22.  This  language 
again  gives  the  State  of  California  the  veto. 
The  Secretary  of  Interior,  if  he  cannot  work 
out  an  agreement  with  the  State,  can  let 
the  project  die,  or  he  may  proceed  to  con¬ 
struct  the  project  but  must  report  to  Con¬ 
gress  within  a  90-day  period. 

Lines  15  to  18  on  the  same  page  gives  the 
State  of  California  a  first  mortgage  on  the 
Federal  Government’s  structures  to  use  them 
in  any  way  it  proposes  “to  enlarge  or  modify 
such  facilities  at  any  time  in  the  future,  and 
a  perpetual  right  to  the  use  of  such  addi¬ 
tional  capacity.” 

On  lines  15  and  17,  the  bill  says  it  shall 
have  irrevocable  and  perpetual  rights.  The 
words  ‘‘irrevocable”  and  “perpetual”  have 
no  place  in  this  legislation.  Congress  cannot 
give  an  irrevocable  right  and  tie  the  hands 
of  future  Congresses.  This  portion  of  the 
bill  violates  article  I  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States. 

The  paragraph  adds,  almost  as  an  after¬ 
thought,  a  sentence  that  says  that  the  State 
if  it  has  taken  over  Federal  structures 
should  not  interfere  unduly  with  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  project  as  set  forth  in  section 

1.  What  does  unduly  mean?  I  would  be 
glad  for  one  of  the  sponsors  of  the  bill  to 
define  and  give  me  a  iegal  interpretation 
of  the  term.  The  paragraph  ends  on  a 
rather  plaintive  note  to  the  effect  that  these 
rights  may  be  relinquished  by  the  State  at 
any  time.  In  other  words,  if  the  State  of 
California  wants  to  be  honest  the  Federal 
Government  has  no  objection. 

I  call  your  attention  to  the  language  in 
section  3  on  page  6.  Under  (a)  it  is  pro¬ 
vided,  in  effect,  that  the  Federal  Government 
must  move  over  and  accommodate  State 
purposes  and  water  plans  no  matter  what 
inconvenience  or  subversion  of  Federal  laws 
results. 

If  the  160-acre  limitation  suffers  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  this  accommodation,  that  is  not  con¬ 
sidered  important.  The  main  purpose  is  to 
please  and  accommodate  the  State. 

In  section  (b),  the  State  is  supposed  to 
make  available  to  the  Secretary  an  equitable 
share  of  the  construction  costs.  Again,  I 
ask  what  does  the  word  "equitable”  mean- 
10  percent,  30  percent,  50  percent? 

On  page  7  under  (c)  of  section  3,  the 
State  can  modify,  change  or  do  anything 
under  the  sun  that  it  wishes  in  regard  to 
the  San  Luis  Dam  and  reservoir  and  other 
facilities,  provided  it  does  not  interfere  un¬ 
duly  with  the  operation  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
as  set  forth  in  section  1.  Again  I  ask  what 
does  unduly  mean? 

Under  section  (d)  the  State  will  pay  again 
an  equitable  share  of  the  operation,  main- 
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tenance  and  replacement  costs.  Again,  I 
ask  will  it  be  10  percent  or  50  percent? 

The  language  under  (f)  on  page  8,  lines 
4  to  8  allows  any  kind  of  an  agreement  in 
regard  to  division  of  water.  California 
might  get  90  percent  and  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  might  get  10  percent. 

Lines  12  to  16,  page  8  wraps  up  the  deal 
by  saying  that  the  State  shall  not  be  re¬ 
stricted  in  its  allocated  right  to  the  water 
from  the  San  Luis  project  which  is  used  out¬ 
side  the  San  Luis  service  area. 

Under  (g) ,  page  8,  lines  17-22,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  abandon  his  powers  of  running 
the  Central  Valley  project  under  conditions 
agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  and  the  State. 

In  other  words,  this  legislation  prepares 
us  in  advance  for  the  Department  of  In¬ 
terior  and  the  Federal  Government  to  get  out 
of  the  San  Luis  unit  altogether,  if  indeed 
it  doesn’t  get  completely  out  of  the  Central 
Valley. 

Under  (h),  page  8,  lines  23-25,  and  lines  1 
to  11  on  page  9,  the  rights  of  those  enjoy¬ 
ing  deals  worked  out  by  means  of  lump¬ 
sum  agreements  and  other  deals  are  pro¬ 
tected.  I  wonder  why  after  the  words  “sub¬ 
ject  to  the  160-acre  limitation”,  were  not  in¬ 
serted  on  page  9,  line  5,  after  the  word 
“rights.” 

Under  (i),  page  9,  it  is  provided  that  the 
State  government,  if  it  wishes,  shall  buy  out 
of  the  provision  which  protects  the  preserva¬ 
tion  and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife. 
The  section  plainly  states  that  when  this 
part  of  the  cost  becomes'  a  reimbursable 
cost  that  the  State  does  not  have  to  pay 
any  attention  to  fish  and  wildlife  preserva¬ 
tion  and  propagation. 

I  call  your  attention  to  lines  2  and  3  on 
page  10.  What  does  “generally”  mean  and 
why  does  the  Secretary  have  to  pay  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  reclamation  laws  only  in  regard 
to  repayments?  Why  not  to  the  160-acre 
limitation?  Does  this  provision  pave  the 
way  for  a  lump-sum  deal? 

Section  6  should  be  read  in  the  light  of 
section  I,  which  makes  the  San  Luis  unit  a 
part  of  the  Central  Valley.  I  fear  that  any 
area  adjacent  to  the  Central  Valley  project 
may  become  a  State  service  area. 

The  preview  of  the  California  State  Water 
Plan,  State  Water  Resources  Board,  March 
1956,  page  36,  says  that  the  plan  would  per¬ 
mit  “the  presently  irrigated  agricultural 
area  of  about  7,300,000  acres  to  expand  to 
more  than  19  million  acres.”  Does  most  of 
this  come  under  section  6? 

I  call  your  attention  to  lines  22-26,  page 
11,  which  according  to  Commissioner  of 
Reclamation  Dominy  (see  attached  testimony 
before  the  House  committe  on  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  March  1959)  appropriates  an  additional 
$192  million.  This  makes  a  total  of  $482,- 
430,000  which  this  bill  authorizes. 

For  your  information,  I  am  attaching  the 
following  material: 

1.  Suggested  amendments. 

2.  Factual  summary. 

3.  Copy  of  Warren  Act. 

4.  Copy  of  testimony  of  the  attorney  for 
the  Southern  Pacific  and  Commissioner 
Dominy  on  this  bill  before  the  House  Interior 
Committee. 

I  will  appreciate  it  if  you  will  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senate  to  the  facts  and  the 
questions  raised  in  this  letter  and  material. 

Sincerely, 

Angus  McDonald, 
Coordinator,  Division  of 
Legislative  Services. 

Suggested  Amendments  for  S.  44 

I.  On  page  3,  line  2,  insert  period  after 
"supplementary  thereto)  ”  and  strike  the 
words  “except  so  far  as  the  provisions  there¬ 
of  are  inconsistent  with  this  Act.” 

II.  On  page  3,  line  8  strike  the  “and”  after 
“this  Act,”. 

III.  On  page  3,  line  22  strike  the  period 
after  “1956”  and  add  “and  (3)  secured  re- 
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cordable  contracts  from  all  excess  land¬ 
owners  owning  1,000  acres  or  more  in  the 
Federal  service  area.” 

IV.  On  page  8,  line  16,  strike  the  and 
add  “except  that  all  waters  passing  through 
facilities  in  which  the  Federal  Government 
has  invested  Federal  funds  should  he  sub¬ 
ject  to  Federal  reclamation  laws;” 

V.  On  page  8,  line  22,  strike  the  and 
add  “except  that  no  conditions  shall  be 
agreed  upon  which  are  contrary  to  Federal 
reclamation  laws,  the  previous  paragraph 
or  the  provision  requiring  preconrecordable 
contracts  from  owners  of  over  1,000  acres.” 

VI.  On  page  10,  line  22,  strike  all  of  sec¬ 
tion  6. 

H.R.  5687  and  S.  44 — San  Luis 

The  existing  language  of  H.R.  5687  as  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  opens  the  way  for  all 
sorts  of  weaseling  and  legal  maneuvering  by 
the  large  landowners  who  dominate  both 
the  State  and  Federal  service  areas. 

In  the  Federal  service  area,  for  example, 
some  12  percent  of  the  owners  hold  title  to 
over  75  percent  of  the  land.  One  corpora¬ 
tion  admits  to  owning  some  120,000  acres 
checker-boarded  throughout  the  area  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  make  the  project  of 
doubtful  physical  and  financial  feasibility 
without  the  inclusion  of  these  lands. 
Spokesmen  for  this  firm  have  indicated  they 
do  not  wish  to  abide  by  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  law.  The  lands  owned  by  Southern 
Pacific  are  farmed  under  lease  to  other  large 
landowners  in  the  area.  These  persons  have 
a  vested  interest  in  Southern  Pacific  holding 
title  to  these  lands.  Many  of  these  indi¬ 
viduals  and  firms — Boswell,  O’Neill,  Clayton- 
Anderson,  for  example — also  hold  land  in  an 
adjacent  and  existing  Federal  project  area 
called  the  Pine  Flat  service  area.  This 
project  has  been  in  operation  for  the  past 
5  years  and  the  excess  landowners  have  been 
receiving  irrigation  benefits  without  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  excess  land  law.  For  these 
reasons,  special  precautions  must  be  taken 
to  insure  strict  enforcement  of  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  law  in  the  Federal  service  area. 

The  other  problem  on  San  Luis  is  in  the 
State  service  area.  The  bill’s  proponents 
say  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  cannot  ap¬ 
ply  to  waters  which  eventually  will  be  de¬ 
livered  to  so-called  State  service  areas,  but 
if  the  Federal  Government  has  funds  in¬ 
vested  in  reservoir  and  canals  which  carry 
these  waters  shouldn’t  the  law  apply  no 
matter  where  the  waters  are  delivered?  It 
is  claimed  that  the  State  is  putting  up  its 
appropriate  share  of  the  joint  use  San  Luis 
facilities.  This  is  required  in  the  present 
legislation.  Proponents  say  the  State  will 
be  building  on  its  own  with  State  funds, 
those  State  facilities  outside  the  joint-use 
area.  This  is  not  entirely  true  for  the  State 
is  seeking,  or  will  be  seeking,  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  funds  for  nonreimbursible 
costs  of  its  projects.  This  certainly  should 
raise  serious  questions  of  ethics  as  well  as 
legality. 

We  have  suggested  basing  requiring  the 
preconstruction  contracts  from  the  owners 
of  over  1,000  acres  each  because  there  are 
only  66  such  owners  in  the  Federal  service 
area  and  they  own  about  330,000  of  the 
project’s  470,000  area.  Compliance  from 
these  holdings  would  insure  the  feasibility 
of  the  project  and  compliance  from  the 
smaller  holders. 

Caution:  To  say  that  the  water  districts 
will  force  compliance  with  the  excess  land 
law  is  a  false  hope.  Under  California  law, 
in  the  water  districts  which  will  distribute 
the  San  Luis  water  in  the  Federal  service 
area,  each  registered  voter  has  one  vote  for 
every  dollar’s  worth  of  property. 


Title  43,  United  States  Code — Sale  or  Lease 

op  Surplus  Waters,  Water  Power,  Stor¬ 
age  Capacity,  and  Water  Transportation 

Facilities 

Sec.  523.  Storage  and  transportation  of 
water  for  irrigation  districts,  etc. :  Whenever 
in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  reclam¬ 
ation  law,  storage  or  carrying  capacity  has 
been  or  may  be  provided  in  excess  of  the 
requirements  of  the  lands  to  be  irrigated 
under  any  project,  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior,  preserving  a  first  right  to  lands  and 
entrymen  under  the  project,  is  authorized, 
upon  such  terms  as  he  may  determine  to  be 
just  and  equitable,  to  contract  for  the  im-^ 
pounding,  storage,  and  carriage  of  water  to  an 
extent  not  exceeding  such  excess  capacity 
with  irrigation  systems  operating  under  sec¬ 
tion  641  of  this  title,  and  individuals,  cor¬ 
porations,  associations,  and  irrigation  dis¬ 
tricts  organized  for  or  engaged  in  furnishing 
or  in  distributing  water  for  irrigation.  Wa¬ 
ter  so  impounded,  stored,  or  carried  under 
any  such  contract  shall  be  for  the  purpose  of 
distribution  to  individual  water  users  by  the 
party  with  whom  the  contract  is  made: 
Provided,  however.  That  water  so  im¬ 
pounded,  stored,  or  carried  shall  not  be  used 
otherwise  than  as  prescribed  by  law  as  to 
lands  held  in  private  ownership  within  Gov¬ 
ernment  reclamation  projects.  In  fixing  the 
charges  under  any  such  contract  for  im¬ 
pounding,  storing,  or  carrying  water  for  any 
irrigtion  system,  corporation,  association, 
district,  or  individual,  as  herein  provided, 
the  Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration 
the  cost  of  construction  and  maintenance  of 
the  reservoir  by  which  such  water  is  to  be 
impounded  or  stored  and  the  canal  by  which 
it  is  to  be  carried,  and  such  charges  shall  be 
just  and  equitable  as  to  water  users  under 
the  Government  project.  No  irrigation  sys¬ 
tem,  district  association,  corporation,  or  in¬ 
dividual  so  contracting  shall  make  any 
charge  for  the  storage,  carriage,  or  delivery 
of  such  water  in  excess  of  the  charge  paid  to 
the  United  States  except  to  such  extent  as 
may  be  reasonably  necessary  to  cover  cost  of 
carriage  and  delivery  of  such  water  through 
their  works.  (Feb.  21,  1911,  ch.  141,  sec.l, 

36  Stat.  925.) 

Sec.  524.  Cooperation  with  irrigation  dis¬ 
tricts,  etc.,  in  construction  of  reservoirs  and' 
canals:  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 
reclamation  law,  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  is  authorized,  upon  such  terms  as  may 
be  agreed  upon,  to  cooperate  with  irrigation 
districts,  water-users’  associations,  corpora¬ 
tions,  entrymen,  or  water  users  for  the  con¬ 
struction  or  use  of  such  reservoirs,  canals,  or 
ditches  as  may  be  advantageously  used  by 
the  Government  and  irrigation  districts, 
water-users’  associations,  corporations,  en¬ 
trymen,  or  water  users  for  impounding,  de¬ 
livering,  and  carrying  water  for  irrigation 
purposes:  Provided,  That  the  title  to  and 
management  of  the  works  so  constructed 
shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section 
498  of  this  title:  Provided  further.  That  wa¬ 
ter  shall  not  be  furnished  from  any  such 
reservoir  or  delivered  through  any  such  canal 
or  ditch  to  any  one  landowner  in  excess  of 
an  amount  sufficient  to  irrigate  J60  acres: 
Provided,  That  nothing  contained  in  this 
section  or  section  523  of  this  title  shall  be 
held  or  construed  as  enlarging  or  attempting 
to  enlarge  the  right  of  the  United  States, 
under  existing  law,  to  control  the  waters  of 
any  stream  in  any  State.  (Feb.  21,  1911, 
ch.  141,  section  2,  36  Stat.  926.) 

Excerpts  From  House  Hearings  on  HJR. 

5687,  March  1959 

Mr.  Aspinall.  Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels,  is  the 
area  in  which  your  company  is  interested 
a  part  of  the  area  which  will  be  developed  by 


the  Federal  Government,  or  the  part  to  be 
developed  by  the  State  Department,  provided 
it  is  a  joint  venture  project? 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  The  majority  of  it 
is  within  the  Federal  area.  We  also  own 
lands  elsewhere  which  might  come  under 
State  development. 

Mr.  Aspinall.  The  next  question  has  to 
do  with  the  question  of  my  friend  from 
Florida,  Mr.  Haley.  It  was  whether  or  not 
you  would  make  that  area  available  to  the 
160-acre  limitation  provisions  of  the  recla¬ 
mation  law,  or  whether  or  not  you  thought 
that  would  not  be  a  part  of  the  project. 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  Mr.  Aspinall,  South¬ 
ern  Pacific  Co.  wrote  a  letter  last  year  to 
Senator  Anderson’s  committee  which  stated 
our  position  in  the  matter.  It  appears  in 
the  hearings  on  S.  1887: 

“Very  briefly,  that  letter  stated  that  our 
lands  are  not  on  the  market.  They  are  not 
for  sale.  We  do  not  wish  to  sell  our  agri¬ 
cultural  properties  or  our  timber  properties 
or  our  grazing  properties  any  more  than 
we  wish  to  sell  our  main  line  railroad”  (p. 
220). 

Mr.  Ullman.  Just  a  short  question,  IVIr. 
Chairman.  Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels,  how  much 
land  do  you  have  that  would  come  under 
the  proposed  Federal  project? 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  The  figure  we  have 
quoted  is  120,000  acres.  There  has  been  some 
deletion  from  that,  because  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  recently  condemned  some  for  a 
naval  air  station.  That  is  in  the  courts  now. 

Mr.  Ullman.  How  is  this  land  being  util¬ 
ized  today?  Do  you  have  a  breakdown  of 
that,  of  the  land  use  today? 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  It  is  all  under  agri¬ 
cultural  lease.  It  is  all  under  irrigation,  but 
not  all  of  it  is  irrigated  every  year.  It  is 
being  farmed  under  lease  to  actual  operators 
in  the  property,  to  crops  that  are  typical  of 
that  area,  which  I  think  were  mentioned 
previously.  But  they  include  grains,  cot¬ 
ton,  melons,  various  seed,  grass  seed  and  Al¬ 
falfa  seed  crops,  a  few  more  of  the  spe¬ 
cialized  crops,  like  potatoes  and  carrots,  and 
other  vegetables. 

Mr.  Ullman.  It  is  all  relatively  flat  land, 
and  all  under  cultivation;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  It  is  all  under  culti¬ 
vation.  A  lot  of  it  has  been  leveled  and 
brought  to  grade  for  surface  irrigation. 
Some  of  it  is  sprinkler  irrigated,  and  it  is 
more  of  a  rolling  type,  Mr.  Ullman;  we  ac¬ 
quired  this  land  during  the  I860’s,  1870’s, 
and  1880’s. 

Mr.  Ullman.  In  what  manner? 

Mr.  Van  Loben  Sels.  They  were  acquired 
through  an  act  of  Congress  as  part  of  the 
consideration  for  building  the  western  rail¬ 
roads  (p.  222) . 

Mr.  Domini.  The  overall  San  Luis  project, 
without  the  Avenal  Gap,  but  including  the 
provision  for  the  additional  capacity,  ulti¬ 
mately,  $68  million  of  that  would  be  paid 
from  power  and  about  $216  million  of  it 
would  be  paid  from  irrigation  and  about 
$5,900,000  from  municipal  and  industrial 
water  (p.  260) . 

***** 

Mr.  Domini.  I  understand  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  distribution  systems  is  provided 
for  in  this  bill - 

Mr.  Ullman.  It  is  provided  in  here? 

Mr.  Domini.  Yes. 

Mr.  Ullman.  But  the  $290  million  does 
not  include  that? 

Mr.  Domini.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Ullman.  In  other  words,  we  are  going 
to  have  additional  authorizing  legislation 
for  this  money;  are  we  not? 

Mr.  Morris.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Ullman.  Yes.  «> 

Mr.  Morris.  I  understand  you  to  say,  Mr. 
Dominy,  the  distribution  was  not  included 
in  here. 
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Mr.  Domint.  It  is  not  included  in  the  $290 
million  cost,  Mr.  Morris. 

Mr.  Morris.  Is  it  authorized  by  inference 
from  this  feasibility  report? 

Mr.  Domint.  Yes.  This  bill  would  au¬ 
thorize  the  construction  of  the  San  Luis 
project  and  the  necessary  distribution  sys¬ 
tems.  It  is  in  section  7.  “There  are  also, 
authorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition 
thereto,  such  amounts  as  are  required  (a) 
for  construction  of  such  distribution  systems 
and  drains  as  are  not  constructed  by  local 
interests.”  That  is  covered  in  section  7  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  Morris.  Which  bill,  301?  ^ 

Mr.  Domint.  In  301,  section  6,  but  it  is  j.rr 
H.R.  5687  in  section  7. 

Mr.  Ullman.  The  language  of  the  bill  is 
sufficient  to  authorize  this  expenditure  and 
all  we  need  is  appropriation?  This  is  a 
matter  of  committee  policy  that  is  rather 
involved;  it  will  leave  some  questions  in  my 
mind  which  I  would  not  raise  here.  I  thank 
the  witness. 

Mr.  Domint.  So  the  committee  will  under¬ 
stand  what  might  be  contemplated  here. 
We  have  an  estimate  now  for  distribution 
system  and  drainage  to  serve  this  San  Luis 
area  of  about  $192  million  (pp.  270  and  271). 

Mr.  Rogers.  Seotion  7  of  this  bill  is  actu¬ 
ally  a  carte  blanche  authority  for  appropria¬ 
tion  of  money,  is  it  not,  even  though  the 
amount  $290  million  used  actually  is  not 
confined  to  that  expenditure,  it  is  an  open- 
end  provision  in  section  7  (p.  275). 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  close  my 
remarks  for  this  afternoon  by  first  ex¬ 
pressing  my  very  deep  appreciation  to  my 
leader  in  this  debate,  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mi-.  Douglas]  for  the  magnifi¬ 
cent  job  he  has  done  in  setting  forth  the 
basic  issues  which  have  been  involved 
throughout  the  debate.  It  is  always  a 
pleasure  to  join  forces  with  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  in  the  Senate  on  any  issue 
which  involves  what  we  mutually  con¬ 
sider  to  be  the  protection  of  the  general 
welfare  of  the  people  of  this  country. 

I  also  wish  to  pay  my  respects  to  my 
two  opponents  in  this  debate,  the  senior 
Senator  and  the  junior  Senator  from 
California.  We  are  together  on  most 
issues,  and  we  are  not  far  apart  on  this 
one. 

I  have  been  in  the  position  of  the  two 
Senators  from  California  more  than 
once.  I  have  been  in  a  position  where 
groups  in  my  State  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  it  is  absolutely  essential 
a  certain  provision  be  contained  in  a  bill, 
because  they  are  looking  at  the  matter 
from  a  provincial  and  highly  localized 
point  of  view.  It  is  easy  under  such 
circumstances  for  local  groups  to  forget 
the  responsibilities  of  their  Senators  to 
approach  these  problems  from  a  national 
point  of  view. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  people  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  I  do  not  know  how  they  could 
have  obtained  two  men  who  could  have 
presented  more  ably  and  valiantly  what 
I  consider  to  be  the  highly  localized  and 
provincial  point  of  view  on  this  issue 
than  the  two  present  Senators  from 
California. 

I  mean  it  when  I  express  to  the  Sen¬ 
ators  from  California  my  sincere  thanks 
for  their  fairness  in  this  debate  and  the 
cooperative  spirit  which  they  have  ex¬ 
tended  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  and 
tome. 

I  am  sorry  it  is  taking  us  so  long  to 
convince  the  Senators  from  California 
how  right  we  are,  but  I  hope  that  ovW- 


the  weekend  as  they  read  the  debate, 
each  will  say,  “Well,  I  have  to  admit 
those  two  fellows  are  right  about  this, 
and  I  had  better  tell  the  people  back 
home  that  they  are.  I  am  going  onto 
the  floor  Monday  and  accept  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  strike  section  6(a).” 

I  shall  await  that  moment.  I  wish 
for  both  Senators  from  California  a 
most  happy  and  relaxing  weekend  after 
this  very  strenuous  debate. 

I  will  see  them  Monday.  Good  night. 

r— - - - 

THE  BANK  MERGER  BILL 

During  the  delivery  of  Mr.  Morse’s 
speech, 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  it 
is  with  genuine  regret  that  I  inject  a 
new  subject  into  the  debate,  but  it  is 
rather  necessary  for  me  to  do  so  in  de¬ 
fense  of  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee.  That  committee  was  ex¬ 
pected  to  bring  up  a  bank  merger  bill 
ich  was  unanimously  reported,  al¬ 
though  four  Members  said  they  would 
watoh  how  it  was  administered,  and  if 
it  was  not  administered  satisfactorily, 
they  wOuld  urge  a  stronger  bill. 

Yesterday  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  sent  to  the  Attorney  General  a 
telegram  expressing  surprise  at  rumors 
that,  withouK  any  notice  to  the  chair¬ 
man  or  to  thX  committee,  and  without 
any  opportunity  or  hearings,  the  Attor¬ 
ney  General  wasVireparing  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  bank  Ijierger  bill.  The  At¬ 
torney  General  has  jmswered  that  tele¬ 
gram,  and,  I  am  informed,  he  has  given 
his  answer  to  the  pressN 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  yieid  to  me  lor 
enough  to  get  an  undersftmding  th/t 
the  statement  of  the  SenatoiSirom  Vir¬ 
ginia  will  follow  statement^,  on  /the 
pending  measure? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  That  is  correct. 

I  should  be  glad  to  have  that  dor 

The  Senator  from  Virginia/ merely 
wanted  to  get  the  statement /nto  tP 
Record  today,  because  the  banking  bil 
will  go  over  until  next  week/and  many ' 
bankers  will  not  understanty  why  it  was 
not  brought  up.  Moreover  when  they 
read  the  telegram  of  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  they  will  not  know  /what  has  been 
going  on  in  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee,  because  his  telegram  does 
not  give  any  indicati/n  of  the  careful 
and  constructive  attention  which  the 
committee  gave  to  /he  bill,  or  of  the 
reasons  which  ley  the  committee  to 
reach  what  I  tmnk  is  a  sound  and 
workable  compromise. 

I  appreciate  t/e  courtesy  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ore/on  in  letting  me  make 
this  statement/  it  this  time,  and  I  agree 
that  it  wouM  be  desirable  to  have  it 
appear  in  /he  Record  following  his 
speech. 

Mr.  President,  as  the  majority  leader 
had  pre/ously  announced,  S.  1062,  the 
bank  n/rger  bill,  was  scheduled  to  be 
considered  by  the  Senate  today,  after 
havin/  been  postponed  from  Tuesday. 

The  bill  has  been  on  the  calendar 
since  April  17.  Prior  to  that,  the  com¬ 
mittee  had  voted  to  report  the  bill  on 
A/ril  9,  and  the  delay  in  reporting  it 
to  afford  the  opportunity  for  the 


■  filing  of  supplemental  views  by  the 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas] 
others. 

The  majority  leader  advised  me /today 
that  the  Senator  from  Wyomin /  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney]  asked  that  the  bil/be  put 
over  until  Monday  to  afford  /im  the 
opportunity  to  present  an  amendment. 
I  objected  to  this  procedure  because 
some  of  the  members  of  the/committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency  /who  are  in¬ 
terested  in  this  legislation  will  not  be 
present  Monday. 

I  have  had  an  opporti 
briefly  the  amendment 
proposed  by  the  Ser 
ing,  and  I  wish  to 
Before  doing  so,  I 


lity  to  examine 
intended  to  be 
ar  from  Wyom- 
Somment  upon  it. 
unanimous  con¬ 


sent  that  the  texwxff  the  amendment 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  my  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  intended  /o  be  proposed  by  Mr. 
O’Mahoney  w zk  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record, As  follows : 

On  page  2  st/ike  out  lines  11-25  beginning 
with  the  words  “In  the  case  of  a  merger”  at 
line  11;  on  /age  3  strike  out  lines  1-9.  In 
lieu  of  the/ matter  stricken  out  insert  the 
following 

“The  c/mptroller,  the  Board  of  Governors 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  System,  or  the  Cor- 
poratio/,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  not  grant 
consent  under  this  section  to  any  merger, 
consofidation,  acquisition  of  assets,  or  as- 
sum/tion  of  liabilities,  where  in  any  section 
of  the  country  the  effect  thereof  may  be  sub- 
st/itially  to  lessen  competition,  or  to  tend 
t a  create  a  monopoly.  This  provision  shall 
lot,  however,  be  deemed  to  prohibit  a  mer¬ 
ger,  consolidation,  acquisition  of  assets,  or 
assumption  of  liabilities  where  the  Comp¬ 
troller,  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Reserve  System,  or  the  Corporation,  as 
the  case  may  be,  finds  that  there  is  a  rea¬ 
sonable  probability  of  the  ultimate  failure 
of  the  bank  to  be  acquired;  that  because  of 
inadequate  or  incompetent  management  the 
acquired  bank’s  future  prospects  are  un¬ 
favorable  and  can  be  corrected  only  by  a 
merger  or  consolidation  with  the  acquiring 
bank;  that  the  acquired  bank  is  a  problem 
bank  with  inadequate  capital  or  unsound 
assets  and  its  acquisition  by  another  bank 
k  would  be  the  only  practical  means  of  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  problem;  or  that  several  banks 
i\  a  small  town  are  compelled  by  an  over- 
bMtfced  situation  to  resort  to  unsound  com- 
petmve  practices  which  may  eventually  have 
an  averse  effect  upon  the  condition  of 
such  Nnks  and  the  merger  of  the  two  or 
more  banks  would,  therefore,  be  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest.  In  the  interests  of  uniform 
standards,  \he  appropriate  agency  shall  not 
take  action  to  any  such  transaction  with¬ 
out  first  seek  nag  the  views  of  each  of  the 
other  two  bankrtag  agencies  referred  to  here¬ 
in  with  respect  \o  such  question.  In  the 
case  of  a  merger,  \onsolidation,  acquisition 
of  assets,  or  assumption  of  liabilities,  the 
appropriate  agency  stall  request  a  report 
from  the  Attorney  General  on  the  competi¬ 
tive  factors  involved  ii\  the  merger.  The 
Attorney  General  shall  furnish  such  report 
to  such  agency  within  30  calendar  days 
of  the  request:  Provided,  yiowever,  That 
in  case  the  agency  finds  an  emergency  ex¬ 
ists  the  agency  may  advise  tpe  Attorney 
General  thereof  and  may  thereupon  shorten 
the  period  for  the  Attorney  General  to  re¬ 
port  to  10  calendar  days:  And  provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  where  the  agency  finds  tlpit  an 
emergency  makes  necessary  lmmediawp  ac¬ 
tion  in  order  to  prevent  the  probable  fairure 
of  one  of  the  merging  b)t*iks,  the  appro¬ 
priate  agency  may  act  withbut  obtaining 
such  report  from  the  Attorney  General. 


•  ». 
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"Special  studies  should  be  undertaken  by  the  Treasury  Department  to  de^ 
^termine  to  what  extent  large  timberland  holding  firms  are  benefited  by  / 

resent  Federal  income  tax  laws  in  outbidding  smaller  concerns  for  publicly 
owijed  timber.  ***  •  7 

'Ss?n  framing  new  legislation  on  Federal  gasoline  taxes,  study  shqt^ld  be 
giver/to  the  possibility  of  exempting  from  taxes  that  portion  of  gasoline 
used  on  private  logging  roads  constructed  without  Federal  assistance.  *** 
Forestry  research  by  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture  should  give 
much  greater  emphasis  on  problems  of  small  loggers  and  sawmiLt  operations 
and  on  methods  of  marketing  forest  products  than  heretofore  Jnas  been  given,** 
In  orden.  to  maintain  incomes  in  small  forest  communities  and  to  en¬ 
courage  good 'forestry  on  private  lands,  your  committee  strongly  urges  that 
every  effort  b/made  by  the  wood-using  industries  to  copcinue  purchasing 
some  pulpwood  and  other  forest  products  from  large  numbers  of  part-time 
farmers,  individual  forest  owners,  and  others  who  depend  on  forest  products 
for  a  portion  of  tneir  income.  Likewise,  your  committee  suggests  that  the 
wood-using  industries  encourage  forestry  practices/on  private  holdings  by 
assuring  a  market  an<k providing  inducements  to  forest  owners  who  are  manag- 
v  ing  their  lands  in  accordance  with  proper  forest-management  techniques.  *** 

"The  Forest  Service  rs  urged  to  undertake  a/study  to  determine  what 
types  of  forestry  measures  could  be  included/in  a  national  forestry  im¬ 
provement  program,  the  extent  of  the  cost,/£nd  how  local  logging  operators 
might  participate.  *** 

"A  special  study  of  forest\product  freight  rates  by  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  and  the  U. NS.  Forest  Service  should  be  undertaken  to 
determine  if  inequities  exist  bet^ween/short-haul  and  long-haul  rates.  *** 
"The  General  Services  Administration  and  the  Department  of  Defense  pur¬ 
chasing  agencies  are  urged  to  modify  their  lumber  specifications  so  that 
different  species  of  comparable  technical  quality  are  acceptable  for  simi¬ 
lar  uses." 

3.  WHEAT.  Passed  without  amendment  &.  J.  Res.  94,  to  direct  the  Secretary  to  de- 
fer  the  proclamation  of  marketing  quotas  and\creage  allotments  for  the  1960 
wheat  crop  until  June  1,  1959/  pp.  7044-5 

)  4.  NOMINATIONS.  Confirmed  the /nomination  of  Frank  A.\Barrett  to  be  USDA  General 
Counsel  and  a  member  of  the  CCC  Board  of  Directors/  and  the  nominations  of 
Glen  R.  Harris  and  J.  Pittman  Stone  to  be  members  oK  the  Federal  Farm  Credit 
Board,  pp.  6975,  6976/  7082 


5.  RECLAMATION.  Continued  debate  on  S.  44,  to  authorize  Interior  to  construct 
the  San  Luis  unit ^ of  the  Central  Valley  project, Calif,  pp.  7051-76,  7077-80 


Both  Houses  r/ceived  from  Interior  a  report  that  ah  adequate  soil survey 

and  land  classification  has  been  made  of  the  lands  in  the  Teapot  Dome  Water 
District,  Calif.,  and  the  lands  to  be  irrigated  are  susceptibr^  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  crops,  pp.  6976,  7137 


6.  WATER  RESOURCES.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  300, 
to  provide  for  the  appointment  of  a  study  commission  of  separate  representa¬ 
tives  for  the  Guadalupe  and  San  Antonio  River  Basins  (S.  Rept.  276) A  p.  6979 


7.  ROADf/  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  4695/  to 
increase  from  5  to  7  years  the  period  in  which  actual  construction  shalP 
aence  on  highway  rights-of-way  acquired  in  anticipation  of  such  constrd^:- 
:ion  (S.  Rept.  281).  p.  6979 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  comments  by  the  Canadian  Minister  of  Agr 
cuSLture  relative  to  stabilization  payments  to  hog  producers,  and  stated  tha 
"It\is  heartening  to  read  the  comments  of  the  Canadian  Minister  of  Agricul 
affirming  that  he  does  not  intend  to  allow  the  income  protection  program  £0 
finances  or  to  assist  further  vertical  integration  of  hog  production  by  non- 
farmersV  p.  7036 

Sen.  ranger  inserted  a  GTA  Daily  Radio  Roundup  broadcast  discussing  the 
prospects  $or  the  enactment  of  wheat  legislation  this  year.  pp.  70^2-3 

Sen.  Langer  inserted  a  letter  he  received  from  a  constituent  favoring  an 
"acreage  cut  ^nd  an  increase  in  price  supports  rather  than  a  fre^r  market, 
pp.  7043-4 


re 


9.  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Larger  inserted  a  letter  he  received  from  the/dean  and  director 
of  the  A.griculturar\ Experiment  Station,  Fargo,  N.  Dak,,  opposing  the  enactment 
of  S.  690,  to  providh  for  expanded  research  on  the  industrial  utilization  of 
agricultural  commodities,  p.  7044 


10.  BUDGETING;  EXPENDITURE.  Son.  Saltonstall  inserted  an /Address  by  Percival 

Brundage,  "Federal  FiscalVesponsibility ,"  in  whiclyhe  stated  "Secretary  Benson 
has  fought  gallantly  year  a^ter  year  for  more  flexible  price  supports  and  lowf ' 
fixed  minimum  payments."  pp\  7023-5  ' 


11.  EMPLOYMENT.  Sen.  Bridges  expressed  pleasure  over  the  favorable  employment 

situation,  and  inserted  several  articles  discussing  the  situation,  including 
tables  showing  employment  by  major\types  of/ activity,  pp.  6986-99 


12.  ATOMIC  RADIATION.  Sen.  Hill  announc 9 d\t hat  hearings  will  begin  Thurs. ,  May 

14,  on  S.  1628,  to  vest  primary  responsibility  for  the  protection  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  health  and  safety  from  radiation /hazards  in  the  U.  S.  Public  Health  Service 
and  in  public  health  agencies  of  the/ States  and  local  communities,  p.  6985 


13.  POSTAL  SERVICE.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  Post  Office  Department  a  report 
on  the  number  of  articles  bearing  penalty  indicia  procured  or  accounted  for 
by  the  various  departments  toy/ the  fiscal  year\l958.  pp.  6976,  7137 

Received  from  the  Post  Office  Department  a  proposed  bill  "to  adjust  postal 
rates  of  certain  first-cla^s  mail  and  airmail" ;  to.  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee,  p.  69/b  \ 


14.  PROPERTY;  TAXATION.  Received  a  Calif.  Legislature  resdlution  favoring  the 
enactment  of  S.  910,  Jto  create  a  Federal  Commission  on\ayments  in  lieu  of 
taxes,  p.  6977 


15.  ELECTRIFICATION;  WATER.  Received  resolutions  from  the*  Central  Power  Electric 
Cooperative,  Iryt. ,  favoring  an  investigation  of  the  "water  and  power  problems 
of  the  United /States,"  and  favoring  enactment  of  H.  R.  3142,  tb  require  pri¬ 
vate  owners  pt  electric  transmission  facilities  used  in  or  affecting  the  trans¬ 
mission  of  electric  energy  in  interstate  commerce  to  permit  the  use  of  the 
excess  capacity  in  such  facilities  for  the  transmission  of  electri\  energy 
by  othet  persons,  p.  6978 

Sen/  Gruening  inserted  an  article,  "Big  Hydro  Project  Looms  for  Alaska." 
pp.  7035-6 


16.  TRANSPORTATION.  Received  an  Ore.  Legislature  resolution  favoring  increase 
Federal  aid  in  the  construction  and  utilization  of  rail  cars.  p.  6977 
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freedom  for  the  spiritual  development  and 
enrichment  of  its  union  with  the  United 
States,  for  its  own  benefit  and  for  the  benefit 
of  the  United  States  and  of  the  creative 
flexibility  of  political  thought  throughout 
the  world,  lender  the  principle  of  no  taxa¬ 
tion  without\epresentation,  the  contribu¬ 
tions  that  witkin  the  two  stages  already 
pointed  out  Puerto  Rico  may  gradually  come 
to  make  to  share  the  expenses  of  the  Federal 
Union,  ought  of  course  to  answer  in  due 
time  to  a  formula  providing  for  action  by 
the  Legislature  of  Puerto  Pico  on  behalf  of 
the  electorate,  or  directly  by  the  electorate 
on  its  own  behalf. 

It  goes  without  saying  flfaat  the  day  when 
Puerto  Rico  may  be  able  to  naake  substantial 
contributions  is  still  at  a  distance  of  many 
years,  •  of  several  genera  tionsV  However,  I 
believe  it  necessary  to  bring  tks  fact  into 
special  prominence  at  this  tim^  f°r  two 
reasons : 

(1)  To  make  clear  that  the  maximum  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Commonwealth  isViot  in 
the  direction  of  independence,  nor  ©^fed¬ 
erated  statehood. 

(2)  To  make  it  likewise  clear  that  ^je 
fundamental  insight  embodied  in  the  Cor 
monwealth  idea  is  based  upon  permanent 
values  of  freedom  and  self-government,  and 
not  upon  financial  values  that,  although 
long-lasting  in  character,  are  nevertheless 
transitory. 

THE  FULBRIGHT  AMENDMENTS  TO 

THE  MUTUAL  SECURITY  ACT- 

LETTER  FROM  VICTOR  REUTHER 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  gratified  by  the  many  ex¬ 
pressions  of  support  which  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  regarding  some  amendments 
which  I  have  submitted  to  the  Mutual 
Security  Act. 

A  letter  from  a  large  labor  union 
places  the  issue  of  foreign  aid  in  proper 
perspective,  to  my  mind,  in  relation  to 
our  domestic  policies  and  programs. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  there  may  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  a  letter  which  I 
have  received  from  Mr.  Victor  Reuther, 
representing  the  Auto  Workers  Union. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

International  Union,  United 
Automobile,  Aircraft,  and  Agri¬ 
cultural  Implement  Workers, 

of  America,  UAW, 
Washington,  D.C.,  April  30,  195 jj 
Senator  J.  W.  Fulbright, 

Chairman,  Senate  Foreign  Relations  ^Com¬ 
mittee,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Fulbright:  BefojE  Walter 
left  for  Berlin  this  week,  I  had  line  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  review  with  him  the  general  inter¬ 
national  situation  and  in  connection  with 
this,  I  called  to  his  attention  your  action 
proposing  a  substantial  increase  in  the  in¬ 
ternational  economic  cooperation  program, 
not  on  a  hand-to-mouth  or  year-to-year 
basis,  as  a  stepchild  ofrniilitary  aid  and  as¬ 
sistance,  but  rather  a^ran  independent  long- 
range  investment  i ^sharing  the  abundance 
resulting  from  automation  and  technologi¬ 
cal  progress  in  /this  atomic  age.  Walter 
asked  me  to  convey  to  you  his  congratula¬ 
tions  for  this  Positive  initiative  on  your  part. 

It  is  mos y  encouraging  to  see  that  you 
have  acted  Ao  promptly  and  courageously  on 
the  recontmendations  made  to  the  Senate 
Foreign Relations  Committee  by  various  task 
forces./We  are  pleased  that  you  and  your 
cosponsors.  Senators  Humphrey  and  Ken- 
f,  concur  in  the  nature,  magnitude,  and 
duration  of  the  basic  recommendations 
fade  in  those  reports. 


Ever  since  the  winter  of  1948  when  the 
trade  unions  of  the  United  States  recom¬ 
mended  larger  commitments  to  implement 
the  Marshall  Plan,  it  has  been  our  firm 
conviction  that  international  economic  co¬ 
operation  is  essential  for  closing  the  ever- 
widening  gap  between  the  industrially  de¬ 
veloped  and  the  underdeveloped  areas  of  the 
world.  Herein  lies  the  road  to  victory  for 
free  men  in  the  contest  that  Communist 
imperialism  is  forcing  upon  the  peoples  of 
the  world. 

Our  union  has  long  been  committed  to  the 
proposition  that  the  United  States  should 
lead  the  way  in  this  field  by  dedicating  up 
to  2  percent  of  our  gross  national  product 
for  a  positive  peace  offensive.  We  believe  we 
can  meet  our  domestic  and  international  ob¬ 
ligations  only  by  balancing  both  our  human 
and  material  budgets  at  full  production  and 
full  employment  levels  and  for  as  long  as  it 
may  take  to  win.  Tax  loopholes  can  be 
closed  and,  if  necessary,  tax  rates  can  be 
increased  to  put  us  on  a  pay-as-we-go  basis 
over  the  next  20  years  or  longer  if  required. 
In  assuring  you  of  our  continued  support 
for  such  a  stepped-up  program  of  interna¬ 
tional  economic  development  such  as  you 
yourself  advocate,  we  should  like  to  reiterate 
kour  strong  beliefs  in  support  of  SUNFED 
(Special  United  Nations  Fund  for  Economic 
svelopment) .  We  firmly  believe,  alonj 
wiVi  many  others  in  both  political  parti' 
tha\more  and  more  of  the  economic  de/el- 
opmetot  job  should  be  assigned  to  th^/TJ.N. 
and  affiliated  multinational  agencies 

Our  support  is  offered  independently  of 
action  ontodequate  domestic  programs.  We 
recognize  the  brutal  fact  that  msmy  domes¬ 
tic  programk  vital  to  the  welfa/e,  strength, 
and  health  or\the  American  people  and  their 
economy  are  i\  Gauger  of  being  butchered 
by  the  administration  and  J»e  86th  Congress 
in  the  name  of  a  Ttolancec^mudget.  We  shall 
continue  to  fight  lor  Mbgrams  and  appro¬ 
priations  adequate  tbineet  these  needs  here 
at  home  at  the  same/feime  that  we  step  up 
our  international  Responsibilities;  we  will 
not  engage  in  attempted  reprisals  against 
international  economic  Nooperation  pro¬ 
grams  because yof  votes  cas\  against  domes¬ 
tic  programs. 

If  there  y  any  way  in  whtoh  you  think 
we  can  be  /i  direct  help  to  youVin  achieving 
a  more  adequate  international  \ooperation 
program^  I  trust  that  you  will  leVus  know. 

We»e  taking  the  liberty  of  supplying  cop¬ 
ies  of  this  letter  to  the  members  of  tJVp  com¬ 
mittee  listed  below. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Victor  G.  Reuther, 

Administrative  Assistant  to  the  President ' 
Copies  to  Senator  John  J.  Sparkman,  Sen' 
ator  Hubert  H.  Humphrey,  Senator  Mike 
Mansfield,  Senator  Wayne  Morse,  Senator 
Russell  B.  Long,  Senator  John  F.  Kennedy, 
Senator  Albert  Gore,  Senator  Frank 
Church,  Senator  Alexander  Wiley,  Senator 
William  Langer,  and  Senator  George  D. 
•Aiken. 


EXHIBITION  OF  IMPRESSION¬ 
IST  AND  POST-IMPRESSIONIST 
PAINTINGS  AT  THE  NATIONAL 
GALLERY  OF  ART 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  authorized  by  the  Director 
of  the  National  Gallery  of  Art,  John 
Walker,  to  call  attention  to  the  current 
exhibition  of  masterpieces  of  impres¬ 
sionist  and  post-impressionist  paintings 
in  the  National  Gallery.  This  exhibi¬ 
tion  will  close  on  May  24. 

Recognizing  that  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  are  extremely  busy  during  the  usual 
hours  when  the  gallery  is  open,  Mr. 
Walker  has  generously  offered  to  open 
the  gallery  at  any  time  the  Members 


of  the  Senate,  or  the  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  would  like, 
view  this  exhibit.  He  has  authorized 
me  to  say  that  if  any  of  the  Members 
wish  to  visit  the  gallery,  if  th£y  will 
give  him  some  notice  by  telephone,  he 
will  arrange  to  conduct  thern  person¬ 
ally — if  at  all  possible:  ana  if  there 
should  be  a  conflict  in  his  Engagements, 
he  will  see  that  a  qualified  person  con¬ 
ducts  the  Members  through  the  gallery. 
He  suggests  that  we/rnay  come  indi¬ 
vidually,  or  in  groups,  or  both — at  our 
convenience. 

On  the  opening' night  of  this  exhibi¬ 
tion,  there  was  .Auch  a  crowd  of  people 
that  it  was  impossible  to  view  the  paint¬ 
ings  properlvf  This  exhibition  was  ar¬ 
ranged  to  E&lebrate  the  50th  anniver¬ 
sary  of  the  founding  of  the  American 
Federation  of  Arts,  and  also  to  honor 
the  mating  of  the  International  Cham¬ 
ber  ojf  Commerce,  in  Washington.  The 
exhjoition  gives  Members  of  the  Senate 
a  vmique  opportunity  to  see  an  extraor- 
mary  collection  of  paintings,  borrowed 
from  private  collections  in  this  country. 
Many  of  the  pictures  have  never  before 
been  exhibited  in  this  country,  and  prob¬ 
ably  will  not  be  exhibited  again  in  the 
near  future.  Among  these  paintings 
will  be  found  some  of  the  greatest 
masterpieces  of  all  time.  A  statement, 
recently  published  in  the  local  news¬ 
papers,  indicated  that  this  exhibition 
is  valued  at  more  than  $20  million. 

This  is  a  rare  opportunity,  which  I 
am  sure  many  of  the  Members  of  the 
Congress  will  not  want  to  miss.  A  tele¬ 
phone  call  to  Mr.  Walker,  at  the  gallery, 
is  all  that  is  necessary  to  arrange  for  a 
visit. 

SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY 
PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  44)  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San 
Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project, 
California,  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  the  State  of  California  with  respect 
to  the  construction  and  operation  of 
such  unit,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gruening  in  the  chair).  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Young  of  Ohio  in  the  chair).  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  What  is  the  question 
before  the  Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  Senate  bill  44,  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  for 
himself  and  the  Senators  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  will  lend  me  his  ears 
for  a  moment,  so  that  he  might  indicate 
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whether  he  would  be  in  a  position  to  con¬ 
sider  any  reasonable  unanimous-consent 
request  by  which  the  Senate  might  be 
placed  on  notice,  in  advance,  as  to  the 
hour  his  amendment  would  be  disposed 
of,  and  when  the  bill  might  thereafter 
be  voted  upon. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  concern  of  my  friend  from 
California.  I  am,  of  course,  anxious  to 
expedite  the  business  of  the  Senate,  but 
I  think  no  issue  is  settled  unless  it  is  set¬ 
tled  rightly,  and  I  think  some  further 
discussion  of  this  measure  is  needed. 

I  should  like  to  ask  my  good  friend 
from  California  if  he  is  now  willing  to 
accept  the  very  reasonable  amendment 
which  the  two  Senators  from  Oregon  and 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  have  proposed, 
the  main  provision  of  which  is  to  strike 
section  6(a) . 

If  the  Senators  from  California  are 
willing  to  strike  section  6(a) ,  I  think  we 
shall  be  able  to  come  to  a  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  for  a  reasonably 
prompt  vote;  but  if  they  are  not  willing 
to  strike  section  6(a),  I  give  assurance 
to  my  good  friend  from  California  that, 
in  defense  of  the  people,  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  and  I  believe  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  is  likewise  disposed,  in¬ 
tends  to  fight  on  the  beaches,  in  the 
fields,  on  the  streets,  and  from  house  to 
house,  in  an  effort  to  protect  the  people 
of  the  United  States  from  one  of  the 
greatest  land  steals  that  has  ever  been 
attempted  in  the  history  of  this  Nation. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  despite 
that  Churchillian  euphenism  to  describe 
a  filibuster,  I  regret  to  inform  my  col¬ 
leagues  that  I  find  myself  unable  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  amendment  which  they  have 
proposed. 

My  only  object  in  making  my  very 
brief  comment  was  to  ascertain  whether 
it  was  possible  to  ascertain  when  the 
Senate  could  vote  up  or  down  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  and  the  Senators  from  Oregon. 
That  is  all  I  had  in  mind.  Their  amend¬ 
ment  has  been  debated  in  the  Senate 
now  during  the  larger  part  of  2  days. 
This  is  the  third  day  that  a  reclamation 
project  affecting  one  State,  a  project 
which  has  been  approved  by  every  rele¬ 
vant  Federal  agency  and  by  every  rele¬ 
vant  State  agency,  has  been  before  the 
Senate  as  the  pending  business. 

The  same  argument  was  advanced  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  against  the 
bill  last  year,  when  my  then  able  col¬ 
league,  Senator  Knowland,  and  I  had 
joined  in  cosponsoring  a  similar  bill. 
That  bill  passed  the  Senate.  This  pro¬ 
posal  is  nothing  new.  I  simply  hope 
that  after  a  certain  number  of  times 
during  which,  repetitiously,  the  position 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has  been 
advanced,  the  men  and  the  one  lady  in 
the  Senate  may  have  an  opportunity  to 
vote  on  the  amendment,  for  or  against. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  deep¬ 
ly  regret  that  my  good  friend  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  accused  the  Senators  from  Ore¬ 
gon  and  me  of  an  intention  to  filibuster 
It  is  a  very  inexact  use  of  the  word  “fili¬ 
buster.”  If  my  colleagues  will  consult 
the  Encyclopedia  Britannica,  they  will 


find  the  word  “filibuster”  is  defined  as 
prolonged  discussions  or  other  delaying 
tactics  intended  to  prevent  a  vote. 

There  is  no  such  purpose  on  the  part 
of  the  Senators  from  Oregon  and  the 
Senator  from  Illinois.  We  do  not  wish 
to  prevent  a  vote.  We  want  a  vote  to 
come. 

But  we  want  the  vote  to  come  only 
when  the  Senate  and  the  public  are  in¬ 
formed  about  the  contents  of  the  bill 
and  are  aware  of  the  issues  which  are 
involved.  So,  Mr.  President,  an  attempt 
to  delay  a  vote  in  order  to  develop  the 
debate  and  the  public  understanding  of 
an  issue  is  not  equivalent  to  a  filibuster. 

I  repeat,  we  want  the  vote  to  come. 
We  want  the  majority  will  to  prevail. 
But  we  believe  that  the  interests  of  the 
people,  which  have  not  received  too  much 
recognition  until  this  measure  came  to 
the  floor,  should  be  properly  considered 
and  properly  stated.  While  we  made 
great  progress  in  the  two  sessions  last 
week  in  developing  the  case  against  the 
bill,  I  do  not  think  we  have  developed  it 
adequately  or  sufficiently. 

For  instance,  over  the  weekend  a  num¬ 
ber  of  letters  and  telegrams  came  to  me 
which  I  think  I  should  read.  The  first 
telegram  came  from  Fresno,  Calif.,  and 
states: 

We  strongly  approve  your  amendment  to 
tlie  San  Luis  bill.  You  are  absolutely  right 
that  no  project  at  all  would  be  better  than 
public  water  without  a  firm  acreage  limita¬ 
tion. 

Russell  E.  Leavenworth, 
President,  Fresno  County  Democratic 

Council. 

Ann  M.  Leavenworth, 
President  of  the  Democratic  Women. 

I  have  also  a  telegram  I  have  received 
from  San  Francisco,  Calif. ; 

Re  San  Luis  bill.  Urgently  request  you 
exert  energies  to  fight  for  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion,  to  apply  without  qualification. 

Mary  Louise  Allen, 

State  President,  California  Federa¬ 
tion  of  Young  Democrats. 

I  likewise  received  a  letter  from  Miss 
Anga  Bjornson,  of  Piedmont,  Calif.,  who 
heard  the  debate  last  week.  I  read  the 
opening  paragraphs  of  her  letter: 

Yesterday  I  had  the  privilege  of  sitting 
in  the  balcony  of  the  Senate,  listening  to 
the  magnificent  discussion  by  both  you  and 
Senator  Morse  and  Senator  Lausche.  As  you 
may  know,  I  am  a  resident  in  the  State  of 
California  and  a  member  of  the  Democratic 
Central  Committee  of  that  State.  In  1954, 
this  is  incidental,  I  ran  for  the  Senate  and 
received  130,000  votes.  I  merely  state  this 
to  let  you  know  that  I  have  been  more  than 
casually  interested  in  politics. 

In  all  my  political  activity  in  that  State 
I  have  fought  for  the  Reclamation  Act  and 
I  always  find  that  the  citizens  of  my  com¬ 
munity  agree  100  percent  with  my  inter¬ 
pretation  of  that  basic  act.  I  know,  there¬ 
fore,  that  if  the  people  of  California  had 
heard  your  speeches  yesterday  they  would 
have  applauded  95  percent. 

Then  there  are  certain  other  para¬ 
graphs  which  I  shall  not  read,  but  which, 
ff  the  Senators  from  California  so  de¬ 
sire,  I  will 'show  to  them, 

I  now  turn  to  a  resolution  adopted  by 
the  California  Democratic  Council,  is¬ 
sued  in  its  legislative  letter  of  May  8, 
1959.  I  should  like  to  read,  from  page 


2  of.  the  letter,  the  appropriate  para¬ 
graphs  under  the  heading  of  “Water— 
San  Luis  Project”: 

H.R.  5687  and  S.  44  are  two  bills  now  be¬ 
fore  Congress  in  Washington  to  authorize 
joint  use  of  the  San  Luis  Unit  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project  by  California  and  the 
United  States. 

The  bills  both  contain  provisions  (called 
Section  6a)  which  have  aroused  controversy 
concerning  their  effect  on  the  160-acre  limi¬ 
tation  of  Federal  reclamation  law.  Pro¬ 
ponents  of  the  controversial  sections  (prin¬ 
cipally  Senator  Kuchel)  say  they  just  clari¬ 
fy  existing  law,  opponents  (Senators  Doug¬ 
las,  Morse,  and  Neuberger)  say  they  would 
erode  existing  reclamation  law. 

This  is  a  further  section  of  the  state¬ 
ment  from  the  Democratic  Council: 

The  unbiased  Los  Angeles  Times  Washing¬ 
ton  Bureau  describes  section  6a  as  exempt¬ 
ing  landowners  receiving  State  water  in  the 
joint  project  from  the  acreage  limitation 
which  applies  to  exclusively  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  projects.  The  same  source  also  says, 
removal  of  the  160-acre  limitation  in  the 
State  service  area  was  one  of  the  conditions 
on  which  Kern  County  landowners  near  the 
project  agreed  to  the  joint  construction 
legislation. 

In  other  words,  the  Los  Angeles 
Times  says  that  the  Kern  County  land- 
owners — the  large  landowners  of  Kern 
County — insisted  that  section  6a  was 
to  be  the  condition  of  their  approval  of 
the  San  Luis  project  as  a  whole. 

Statements  in  the  hearings  are  to  the 
same  effect. 

The  newsletter  goes  on  to  quote  the 
Senate  Interior  Committee  hearings  on 
Senate  bill  44,  dated  March  16,  1958, 
quoting  the  Los  Angeles  Department  of 
Water  and  Power  representatives — 

On  the  Senate  floor  Thursday  Senator 
Engle  said  he  personally  opposes  section 
6a  but  that  its  inclusion  had  been  insisted 
on  by  the  above  groups.  Both  Senator 
Engle  and  Governor  Brown  say  publicly 
that,  with  or  without  section  6a,  only  State 
law  applies  to  State  water. 

Conclusion:  Delete  the  controversial  sec- 
•  tion.  However,  there  is  a  lot  of  heat  and 
little  light  shed  on  this  problem,  so  write 
Washington  persuasively,  considerately,  im¬ 
personally,  and  without  demanding  any¬ 
thing. 

1.  Write  or  wire  your  Congressman  and 
your  Senator.  Tell  him  the  Los  Angeles 
Times  and  Senate  debate  make  it  clear  that 
only  a  limited  group  (large  Kern  land- 
owners  and  similar  interests  in  southern 
California)  insist  upon  the  offending  part 
of  section  6 — and  apparently  for  selfish  rea¬ 
sons;  that  Senators  Morse,  Douglas,  and 
Neuberger,  who  have  nothing  material  to 
gain  from  the  legislation — 

I  interpolate  to  say,  that  is  the  sober 
truth.  We  have  nothing  to  gain  from 
passage  of  the  legislation,  and  we  have 
nothing  to  gain  from  fighting  it — 
recommend  removal  of  the  offending  sec¬ 
tion;  that  Governor  Brown  and  Senator 
Engle  say,  in  effect,  that  the  section  adds 
nothing  to  the  bill;  that  the  bill  won't  be 
a  bad  bill  if  the  controversial  provisions 
are  removed,  so  why  not  delete  them? 

The  letter  goes  on  to  ask  the  recipients 
of  the  letter  to: 

Write  or  wire  Representative  Wayne  As- 
pinall,  Democrat,  of  Colorado,  and  chair¬ 
man  of  House  Interior;  California  Congress¬ 
men  D.  S.  Saund  and  B.  F.  Sisk;  Gracie 
Pfost,  Democrat,  of  Idaho;  Al-  Ullman,  Dem- 
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ocras,  of  Oregon;  and  Quentin  Burdick, 
Democrat,  of  North  Dakota,  to  the  same 
effect.  Act  at  once.  They  hear  It  Wednes¬ 
day,  May  13. 

This  is  simply  the  Senate  bill  we  are 
considering.  The  reason  for  the  sug¬ 
gestion  in  the  newsletter  is  that  the  same 
struggle  will  shortly  go  on  in  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

I  have  other  telegrams  and  letters. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  attention  of  the  two  Senators  from 
California. 

I  desire  the  attention  of  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kttchel]  and  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Engle]  be¬ 
cause  in  the  last  few  minutes  I  have 
been  having  some  discussions  with  col¬ 
leagues,  and  there  is  reason  to  believe,  in 
view  of  what  has  taken  place  thus  far  in 
this  debate,  that  the  proper  course  of 
action  is  for  the  Senate  to  recommit  the 
bill  to  committee  for  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  evidence  which  has  been 
brought  out  in  the  debate  and  for  further 
consideration  of  the  rising  opposition  in 
California  to  the  retention  of  section  6  (a) 
in  the  bill. 

The  latest  bit  of  information  comes 
from  the  head  of  the  California  Grange, 
Mr.  George  Sehlmeyer,  in  a  telegram  I 
have  received  in  the  last  30  minutes.  It 
reads : 

California  State  Grange  supports  amend¬ 
ments  S.  44,  all  waters  delivered  from  San 
Luis  projects  be  under  reclamation  law, 
therefore  suggest  section  6(a)  be  deleted 
from  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  no  filibuster. 
This  is  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the 
two  Senators  from  Oregon,  under  our 
leader  with  respect  to  the  bill,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  to  try 
to  get  the  Senate,  in  its  very  busy  de¬ 
liberations,  to  consider  the  facts  about 
the  bill. 

This  is  not  the  first  time  in  15  years 
I  have  been  in  this  situation,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  when  at  the  very  minute  we  are 
meeting  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  at 
2:30  in  the  afternoon,  numerous  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate  are  in  session  to 
take  care  of  very  important  Senate  busi¬ 
ness.  Consequently,  Senators  are  not 
present  in  the  Chamber  to  consider 
what  is  involved  in  the  bill.  What  is  in¬ 
volved  in  the  bill,  as  I  said  at  great 
length  last  Tuesday  and  again  Thurs¬ 
day,  under  the  leadership  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  is  a 
backdoor  amendment  to  the  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  of  the  United  States  through 
the  medium  of  a  project  bill. 

I  will  join  the  two  Senators  from 
California  in  a  clean  bill  which  pro¬ 
poses  to  amend  the  reclamation  laws, 
because  I  think  they  should  be  amended. 
I  think  the  160-acre  limitation  pro¬ 
vision  should  be  amended  with  respect 
to  certain  fact  situations. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Does  not  the  Sen¬ 
ator  think  that  in  such  a  rich  area  as 
the  Central  Valley  of  California,  in¬ 
stead  of  the  160-acre  limitation  there 
should  be  perhaps  a  60-acre  limitation? 

Mr.  MORSE.  As  I  stated  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  earlier,  I  think  there  is  a  possibility 


that  a  40 -acre  limitation  might  be  bet¬ 
ter.  However,  that  all  depends  on  the 
determination  of  questions  of  fact. 

My  good  friend,  the  senior  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  is  seek¬ 
ing  to  give  the  impression  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  and  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  are  trying  to  con¬ 
duct  some  sort  of  filibuster.  We  have 
been  talking  about  the  problems  of  the 
bill.  We  have  been  placing  the  facts 
with  respect  to  the  bill  in  the  Record. 
We  have  been  trying  to  warn  a  Senate, 
consisting  for  the  most  part  of  empty 
seats,  for  2  afternoons  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate,  about  what  we  consider  to  be 
one  of  the  most  important  major  legisla¬ 
tive  issues,  so  far  as  our  natural  re¬ 
sources  are  concerned,  that  can  con¬ 
front  the  Senate  at  this  session. 

What  is  beginning  to  happen?  At  long 
last  the  country  is  becoming  aware  of 
the  basic  issue  which  is  involved.  We 
hear  from  the  head  of  the  State  Grange 
of  California.  Do  Senators  suppose  that 
the  farmers  of  California  do  not  have  an 
interest  in  the  bill?  Do  Senators  sup¬ 
pose  that  the  State  Grange  which  is 
representative  of  thousands  of  operators 
of  family-sized  farms  in  California,  do 
not  grasp  the  significance  of  what  is  be¬ 
fore  us?  This  is  the  kind  of  support 
which  will  pour  into  the  Senate  once  the 
operators  of  family-sized  farms  in 
America  realize  what  is  hidden  in  the 
bill  in  section  6(a) . 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  wifi 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  who 
has  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  continue  to  discuss  the  bill — and  the 
bill  only — on  the  basis  of  its  merits,  for 
whatever  additional  time  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  in  order  to  acquaint  the  people  of 
America  with  the  facts  with  respect  to 
the  bill.  What  I  think  we  should  do  is 
to  begin  consideration  of  a  motion  to 
recommit  the  bill  to  the  committee ;  and 
I  shall  make  such  a  motion  in  due  course 
of  the  debate  this  afternoon,  if  we  can¬ 
not  reach  some  amicable  settlement  in 
regard  to  eliminating  section  6(a)  from 
the  bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me  for  a  brief 
comment? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  have  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Am  I  to  understand 
that  the  senior  Senator  from  California 
is  asking  the  Senator  from  Illinois  to 
yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  my  good  friend — that  is,  to 
yield  the  floor  to  him  for  a  brief  com¬ 
ment,  but  not  the  argument. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  it  has 
been  said  before,  but  let  it  be  said  again, 
that  this  is  not  merely  a  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation  which  a  Republican  Senator  has 
introduced.  It  is  not  merely  a  piece  of 
legislation  which  a  Democratic  Senator 
from  California  has  introduced.  The 
Governor  of  California,  who  was  elected 
by  the  people  last  November,  urges  the 


Congress  to  pass  the  bill.  He  came  here 
and  testified  in  favor  of  it.  Who,  in 
God’s  name,  speaks  for  the  people  of 
California?  Does  a  Democratic  Gov¬ 
ernor?  Do  the  two  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No. 

(Manifestations  of  laughter  in  the 
galleries.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  [Mr. 
Young  of  Ohio  in  the  Chair].  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  suspend  for  a  moment.  Occu¬ 
pants  of  the  galleries  must  maintain 
order,  or  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  be 
instructed  to  clear  the  galleries. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Does  not  the  Governor 
of  California,  whether  he  be  a  Repub¬ 
lican  or  a  Democrat,  have  the  right  hon¬ 
orably  to  represent  before  the  Congress 
what  he  believes  are  the  best  interests  of 
the  people  who  elected  him — all  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  our  State?  I  think  so. 

Do  not  my  colleague  and  I  have  the 
right  to  stand  on  this  floor  and  be  given 
credit  for  indicating  our  best  judgment 
as  to  what  the  best  interests  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  California  are,  and  how  they  might 
best  be  served?  I  think  so. 

I  do  not  quarrel  with  the  right  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  or  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  to  say,  “There  is  a  great 
wave  of  sentiment  sweeping  across  the 
country,”  and  to  introduce  a  few  tele¬ 
grams  into  the  record.  I  could  get  a  few 
telegrams  on  almost  any  subject.  I  do 
not  quarrel  with  their  right  to  do  what 
they  are  doing. 

But  they  are  wrong,  and  the  record 
should  demonstrate  that  they  are  wrong. 
What  is  sought  here — and,  to  the  credit 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  he  has  indi¬ 
cated  by  his  own  words  that  that  is 
what  is  sought — is  to  make  the  people 
of  California  conduct  their  water  system, 
from  San  Luis  south,  under  Federal  law; 
and  from  San  Luis  north  they  can  do  it 
as  the  State  legislature  sees  fit.  What  a 
mockery.  What  a  ridiculous  proposal. 
What  a  horrible  thing  it  would  be  for  the 
Congress  to  adopt  such  a  policy  with 
respect  to  any  State. 

I  suggest  that  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  is  well  within  his  rights  in  making 
a  motion  to  recommit  the  bill.  Let  him 
make  his  motion  to  recommit;  let  us 
debate  it.  I  believe  that  the  debate, 
which  has  extended  over  two  lengthy 
sessions,  has  fairly  well  covered  the  prob¬ 
lem  ;  but  let  us  debate  it  further,  and  let 
the  Senate  vote  the  motion  to  recommit 
up  or  down,  and  get  along  with  its  busi¬ 
ness. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
hoped  to  be  able  to  make  a  speech  in  my 
own  time,  but  I  cannot  deny  my  good 
friends  from  California  the  right  to 
refute  my  arguments  before  I  advance 
them. 

I  am  very  glad  to  yield  to  the  junior 
Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Illinois  takes  the  position  that  his 
amendment  striking  section  6(a)  would 
apply  the  160-acre  limitation  to  all  the 
lands  served  by  both  the  Federal  and 
State  governments  under  this  project. 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  has  put 
some  words  in  my  mouth. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  will  give  the  Senator  an 
opportunity  to  straighten  out  the  situa¬ 
tion. 

I  have  stated  consistently  that  striking 
section  6(a)  from  the  bill  would  not  ac¬ 
complish  what  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
says  it  would.  I  asked  him  the  question, 
and  he  said,  “Oh,  yes;  it  would  do  what 
I  have  said  it  would  do.” 

But  I  have  asked  the  Senator  from 
Oregon,  a  renowned  and  celebrated 
lawyer,  the  same  question.  He  is  not 
prepared  to  say  that  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  would  accom¬ 
plish  what  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
says  he  is  trying  to  accomplish.  If  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  could  accomplish, 
by  the  amendment  he  proposes,  what  he 
says  it  would  accomplish,  it  should,  of 
course,  be  resoundingly  voted  down  by 
the  Senate. 

We  should  not,  in  the  Senate,  pass 
legislation  which  would  apply  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  law  to  a  project  which 
is  built  and  paid  for,  lock,  stock,  and 
powerhouses,  by  the  State  of  California. 
As  the  Governor  has  said — and  he  and  I 
agree  100  percent — that  is  a  matter  rest¬ 
ing  within  the  discretion  of  the  State 
legislature. 

But  I  perceive  that  our  two  friends 
who  are  supporting  the  amendment  are 
not  altogether  in  agreement  with  respect 
to  what  it  would  do.  It  would  not  do 
what  the  Senator  from  Illinois  says  it 
would  do.  I  am  glad  it  would  not,  be¬ 
cause  if  it  happens  to  be  adopted  it  will 
not  do  us  any  harm.  I  think  we  should 
straighten  the  record  out  on  that  score. 

I  have  before  me  the  telegram  from 
Mr.  George  Sehlmeyer,  master  of  the 
State  Grange.  I  have  known  him  for  a 
period  of  25  years. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Does  the  Senator 
deny  the  authenticity  of  the  telegram? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Not  at  all.  I  have 
known  George  Sehlmeyer  for  many  years. 
I  know  that  he  wants  to  apply  the  160- 
acre  limitation  in  California.  I  support 
the  160-acre  limitation  too.  But  then 
he  says,  “Support  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Illinois.”  What  my 
friend  George  Sehlmeyer  does  not  know 
is  that  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  would  not  do  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  thinks  it  would  do. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a 
number  of  themes  have  been  introduced 
into  this  debate.  I  shall  deal  with  the 
point  just  raised  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  California  in  a  moment.  First,  let 
me  deal  with  the  point  raised  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  California  [Mr 
Kuchel]. 

He  asked  very  eloquently,  “Who  rep¬ 
resents  the  people  of  California?”  He 
implied  that  the  two  Senators  from 
California  and  the  Governor  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  represent  them  and  oppose  our 
amendment.  Let  me  say  that  a  careful 
examination  of  the  telgram  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  California  will  disclose  that  he 
is  very  careful  not  to  commit  himself 
against  the  Neuberger-Morse-Douglas 
amendment.  He  did  not  say  that  he 
wanted  section  6(a)  to  stay  in  the  bill; 
not  at  all,  and  there  is  no  declaration  to 
that  effect  in  the  telegram. 
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I  do  not  wish  to  abuse  the  confidence 
of  the  junior  Senator  from  California, 
but  he  has  stated  openly  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  he  would  be  perfectly  willing 
to  have  section  6(a)  eliminated  from  the 
bill.  Therefore  apparently  what  the 
senior  Senator  from  California  is  say¬ 
ing  is  this:  “I  represent  the  people 
of  California.  The  law  is  the  embodi¬ 
ment  of  everything  that  is  excellent,  and 
I  am  the  very  embodiment  of  the  law.” 

I  have  read  some  quotations  from 
representative  groups  in  California  who 
are  in  favor  of  the  Neuberger-Morse- 
Douglas  amendment  to  eliminate  section 
6(a).  The  California  Grange  wants  to 
have  it  eliminated.  The  Farmers  Union 
wants  to  have  it  eliminated. 

Now  I  should  like  to  read  some  testi- 
money  and  communications  from  the 
AFL-CIO.  First,  I  should  like  to  call 
to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues  a 
statement  filed  with  the  committee  by 
Mr.  C.  J.  Haggerty,  secretary-treasurer 
of  the  California  Labor  Federation,  AFL- 
CIO.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
that  statement  and  the  accompanying 
telegram  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Anderson]  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  telegram  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  of  the  California  Labor  Feder¬ 
ation,  AFL-CIO 

In  accordance  with  the  long-established 
policy  of  the  California  Labor  Federation, 
AFL-CIO,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  again 
to  support  a  request  for  Federal  aid  for  water 
development  in  California,  specifically  upon 
this  occasion  for  construction  of  the  San 
Luis  project. 

The  feasibility  of  the  San  Luis  project  and 
the  absolute  necessity  of  its  construction 
have  been  established  beyond  all  reasonable 
doubt.  We  strongly  urge  its  immediate  au¬ 
thorization  and  early  construction. 

We  recognize  and  support  the  position  that 
provision  should  be  made  in  the  authorizing 
legislation  for  coordination  of  the  Federal 
project  with  California  water  plans,  should 
the  State  decide  to  enter  the  field  of  water 
and  power  development.  At  the  same  time, 
we  insist  that  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  be 
constructed  under  reclamation  law  without 
deviation  or  evasion,  and  that  the  occasion 
for  cooperation  with  the  State  shall  not  be 
used  as  a  pretext  for  undermining,  or  for 
permitting  others  to  undermine  national 
antiwater  monopoly  policy.  We  stand  on 
our  position  as  stated  previously  when  San 
Luis  project  bills  were  under  consideration  by 
Congress  (see  hearings  before  the  Senate 
Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclama¬ 
tion,  85th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  on  S.  1887) ,  and  ap¬ 
preciate  that  some  of  our  earlier  specific  ob¬ 
jections  were  met  in  preparing  current 
drafts.  We  continue  to  insist,  however,  that 
Congress  shall  maintain  present  law  and 
policy  on  San  Luis,  which  S.  44  and  H.R.  301 
fail  to  do,  and  ask  that  these  bills  be  re¬ 
drafted  to  preserve  existing  law  and  policy. 

There  is  no  need  to  set  up  a  new  policy  for 
cooperation  between  the  Federal  Government 
and  a  State  government.  Reclamation  law 
already  provides  that  the  basis  of  coopera¬ 
tion  between  the  Federal  Government  and 
Other  agencies,  public  and  private,  corporate 
and  individual,  shall  be  national  water 
policy. 

Reclamation  law,  which  we  believe  should 
stand  unchanged,  provides  that  in  the  event 
of  cooperation,  the  excess  land  provision  shall 
govern  all  water-using  Federal  project  fa¬ 
cilities  involved  in  the  cooperative  endeavor. 
The  Warren  Act  of  February  21,  1911  (36 


Stat.  925,  926)  states:  "That  whenever  in 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  reclama¬ 
tion  law,  storage  or  carrying  capacity  has 
been  or  may  be  provided  in  excess  of  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  lands  to  be  irrigated  under 
any  project,  the  Secretary  of  Interior  *  *  * 
is  thereby  authorized  *  *  •  to  contract  for 
the  impounding,  storage,  and  carriage  of 
water  *  *  *  with  irrigation  Systems  *  *  * 
individuals,  corporations, 4  associations,  and 
irrigation  districts  *  *  *.  What  so  impound¬ 
ed,  stored,  or  carried  shall  not  be  used  other¬ 
wise  than  as  prescribed  by  law  as  to  lands 
held  in  private  ownership  within  Govern¬ 
ment  reclamation  projects.  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  water  shall  not  be  furnished  from 
any  such  reservoir  or  delivered  through  any 
such  canal  or  ditch  to  any  one  landowner  in 
excess  of  an  amount  sufficient  to  irrigate 
one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  *  *  *.” 

We  see  no  reason  to  make  any  exception  to 
this  law  in  any  respect  because  the  cooper¬ 
ation  of  the  Federal  Government  proposed 
in  the  San  Luis  bills  is  with  California  or 
some  California  landowners.  Unfortunately, 
H.R.  301  and  S.  44  do  propose  to  sacrifice  the 
public  policy  inscribed  in  the  Warren  Act  of 
1911.  The  attention  of  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  and  citizens  could  easily  be  diverted 
away  from  the  crucial  question  whether  the 
water  benefits  from  Federal  facilities,  to  the 
irrelevant  inquiry.  Where  is  the  land  located? 
Hoping  we  will  forget  that  the  limitation  re¬ 
lates  to  water,  these  bills  seek  to  divert  our 
attention  to  land.  Whether  the  land  to  re¬ 
ceive  water  that  is  stored  and  carried  in 
Federal  reservoirs  and  canals  happens  to  be 
situated  in  a  State’s  service  area  or  not,  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  propriety  of  conform¬ 
ing  to  or  escaping  from  public  policy. 

The  issue  is  one  of  substance  as  well  as 
principle.  Physical  advantages  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  integration  with  the  Federal  Central 
Valley  project  are  indispensable,  and-all  land- 
owners  will  benefit  from  integration  whether 
their  lands  lie  within  the  Federal  or  the 
State’s  service  area.  Central  Valley  project 
facilities  will  be  used  to  store  and  to  bring 
water  from  sources  hundreds  of  miles  away, 
including  water  that  will  reach  lands  in  the 
State’s  service  area. 

The  financial  benefits  of  integration  are 
great,  if  not  also  indispensable  to  the  bene¬ 
fiting  landowners.  It  may  be  impossible  to 
measure  precisely  in  dollars  the  advantages 
to  landowners  of  financial  integration  of  San 
Luis  with  the  Central  Valley  project,  but  a 
number  of  California  Congressmen  have  ap- 
plied,  as  descriptive  terms,  to  similar  benefits 
for  Central  Valley  landowners  the  strong 
words,  "unearned”  and  "unjust”  enrichment. 
(Clair  Engle,  George  P.  Miller,  John  E. 
Moss,  Harland  Hagen,  B.  F.  Sisk,  and  J.  J. 
McFall  to  Edmund  G.  "Pat”  Brown,  Feb.  4, 
1957,  L.A.  23,043,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  State  of  California,  The  Ivanhoe  Irriga¬ 
tion  District,  Plaintiff  and  Respondent,  v.  All 
Parties  and  Persons,  etc.,  Defendants  and  Ap¬ 
pellants,  petition  for  rehearing  of  the  appel¬ 
lant,  the  State  of  California.) 

These  six  Congressmen  estimated  that  the 
financial  advantages  to  landowners  in  the 
present  Central  Valley  project  were  of  ap¬ 
proximately  the  following  order  of  magni¬ 
tude:  a  direct  subsidy  of  $350  per  acre  from 
the  Federal  Government  and  an  additional 
subsidy  of  $227  per  acre  from  public  power 
revenue;  the  landowner  himself  is  expected 
to  repay  $123  per  acre.  (Ibid.)  Recognizing 
that  the  Federal  benefits  to  landowners  in  the 
State  service  area  are  somewhat  less  than  in 
the  Federal  service  area,  and  some  uncer¬ 
tainty  as  to  how  closely  these  estimates  fit 
the  proposed  San  Luis  integration,  it  is  clear 
that  the  advantages  to  be  conferred  by  the 
San  Luis  project  on  all  landowners,  at  the 
hands  of  Federal'  taxpayers  and  California 
power  users,  will  be  susbtantial. 

We  see  nothing  in  the  facts  of  the  San 
Luis  project  to  Justify  relieving  excess  land¬ 
holders  in  whatever  service  area  from  the 
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Federal  6tatute  controlling  “unearned”  or 
“unjust”  enrichment.  On  the  contrary,  the 
concentration  of  landownership  in  areas 
that  would  benefit  from  the  San  Luis  project 
appears  to  be  precisely  the  concentration  that 
persuaded  Congress  to  pass  the  excess  land 
provision  in  the  first  place.  Congressman 
George  W.  Ray,  of  New  York,  for  example, 
seeking  to  protect  the  public  interest  in 
1902,  opposed  all  spending  of  public  funds 
for  reclamation.  When  Federal  aid  was  being 
debated  in  the  original  reclamation  bill  in 
1902,  he  said:  “and  so  we  find  behind  this 
scheme,  egging  it  on,  encouraging  it,  the 
great  railroad  interests  of  the  West,  who  own 
millions  of  acres  of  these  arid  lands,  now 
useless,  and  the  very  moment  that  we,  at  the 
public  expense,  establish  or  construct  these 
irrigation  works  and  reservoirs,  you  will  find 
multiplied  by  10,  and  in  some  instances  by  20, 
the  value  of  now  worthless  land  owned  by 
those  railroad  companies,  the  title  to  which 
they  obtained  through  grants  from  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  building  great  transcontinental 
railroad  lines”  (35  Congressional  Record 
6685). 

The  original  objections  to  public  aid  for 
private  benefit,  of  course,  were  not  grounded 
on  the  particular  occupation  of  large  land- 
owners  but  on  the  excessive  concentration  of 
“unearned”  benefits  and  water  resources  if 
size  were  not  made  a  ground  for  limitation. 

“Acceptability”  is  relative.  On  August  15, 
1958,  one  Senator  said  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  that  he  thought  one  very  large  land- 
holding  corporation  in  San  Luis  project  area, 
although  opposed  to  the  excess  land  provi¬ 
sion  publicly,  nevertheless  “will  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  participate  through  the  force  of 
public  opinion.”  Another  Senator  added  im¬ 
mediately,  “In  my  judgment,  the  Southern 
Pacific  will  reverse  its  decision,  and  will  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  project,  and  will  subdivide 
its  land”  (Congressional  Record,  Aug.  15, 
1958,  p.  16301). 

Former  Senator  Downey  predicted  in  1947 
that  the  Di  Giorgio  Fruit  Corp.  would  not 
accept  the  excess  land  provision  (They  Would 
Rule  the  Valley,  p.  180)  .i  But  when  the  elec¬ 
tors  of  a  dozen  water'  districts  along  the 
Friant-Kern  Canal  voted  10  to  1,  on  the 
average,  to  accept  water  under  reclamation 
law,  this  corporation  complied,  too  (Cali¬ 
fornia  Farmer,  May  17,  1952,  p.  533). 

We  believe  that  large  landowners  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  generally,  when  they  fully  realize  the 
public  purposes  of  the  excess  land  provision, 
and  when  they  believe  that  neither  Congress, 
the  courts,  nor  unsympathetic,  administra¬ 
tors  will  grant  them  escape  from  the  law, 
will  accept  the  law  in  good  spirit  and  sub¬ 
divide  their  lands. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
recently,  in  June  1958,  has  upheld  the  excess 
land  provision  against  judicial  attack.  The 
Attorney  General  of  the  United  States  even 
more  recently,  on  December  15,  1958,  has 
upheld  the  law  on  Kings  and  Kern  River 
projects  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the 
San  Luis  service  area  against  upsympathetic 
administrators. 

We  urge  Congress,  likewise,  to  stand  firmly 
now  for  historic  public  policy,  rather  than 
offer  a  partial  exemption  to  excess  land- 
owners  at  San  Luis,  and  stir  hopes  of  more 
laxity  elsewhere. 

The  present  is  no  time  for  Congress  to 
yield,  just  when  the  executive  and  judicial 
branches  of  Government  are  standing  firm, 
when  the  electors  in  Central  Valley,  speak¬ 
ing  clearly  their  acceptance  of  reclamation 
law,  and  when  leading  landowning  corpora¬ 
tions  are  moving  in  the  direction  of  accept¬ 
ance. 


San  Francisco,  Calif., 

March  23, 1959. 

Senator  C.  P.  Anderson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Irrigation  and  Reclama¬ 
tion  Subcommittee,  Senate  Office  Build¬ 
ing,  Washington,  D.C.: 

You  will  appreciate  our  difficulty  3,000 
miles  from  Washington  in  keeping  informed 
of  every  latest  move  to  undermine  anti- 
monopoly  and  antispeculation  law  in  our 
Central  Valley  project.  On  the  assumption 
that  a  move  has  been  or  will  be  made  before 
your  committee  to  replace  S.  44  by  something 
worse  as  in  the  House  H.R.  5687  now  seeks 
to  replace  H.R.  301  the  latter  being  identical 
to  S.  44,  I  respectfully  urge  you  to  consider 
insofar  as  it  is  applicable  to  your  delibera¬ 
tions  and  to  print  in  your  San  Luis  Central 
Valley  project  hearings  this  telegram  of  pro¬ 
test  we  have  just  sent  to  Congressman  Wayne 
Aspinall,  chairman.  House  Irrigation  and 
Reclamation  Subcommittee,  the  text  of 
which  reads  as  follows : 

“Have  just  learned  of  introduction  of  San 
Luis  bill  H.R.  5687  on  March  13.  Emphati¬ 
cally  protest  this  bill  especially  section  6 
which  explicitly  subverts  Warren  Act  of  1911 
by  proposing  to  substitute  a  location  of  land 
principle  for  the  present  beneficial  use  of 
public  reservoirs  and  canals’  principle,  the 
latter  is  sound  while  the  former  illogical, 
irrelevant,  diversionary,  and  subversive  to 
policy.  California  Labor  Federation,  AFL- 
CIO  oppose  this  effort  to  destroy  national 
law  and  water  policy  governing  Central  Val¬ 
ley  project  and  urges  the  86th  Congress  to 
do  as  well  as  the  78th  and  80th  Congresses 
by  striking  down  H.R.  5687.  Please  print 
this  wire  in  the  San  Luis  Central  Valley 
project  hearings.” 

C.  J.  Haggerty, 

Secretary-Treasurer,  California  Labor 
Federation,  AFL-CIO. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
senior  Senator  from  California  is  well 
aware,  Mr.  Haggerty,  representing 
AFL-CIO,  specifically  stated  as  follows: 

We  urge  Congress,  likewise,  to  stand  firmly 
now  for  historic  public  policy,  rather  than 
offer  a  partial  exemption  to  excess  land- 
owners  at  San  Luis,  and  stir  hopes  of  more 
laxity  elsewhere. 

The  present  is  no  time  for  Congress  to 
yield,  just  when  the  executive  and  Judicial 
branches  of  Government  are  standing  firm, 
when  the  electors  in  Central  Valley,  speak¬ 
ing  clearly  their  acceptance  of  reclamation 
law,  and  when  leading  landowning  corpora¬ 
tions  are  moving  in  the  direction  of  “ac¬ 
ceptance.” 

I  will  say  at  this  point  that,  while  it 
properly  refers  to  the  acceptance  of  rec¬ 
lamation  law  in  the  referendum  elec¬ 
tions  in  various  water  districts,  the  last 
clause  perhaps  places  too  much  reliance 
and  too  much  hope  on  the  movements 
of  the  leading  landowning  corporations, 
more  in  fact  than  the  circumstances 
justify. 

Mr.  Haggerty  sent  a  telegram  to  Rep¬ 
resentative  Aspinall,  as  follows: 

Have  just  learned  of  introduction  of  San 
Luis  bill  H.R.  5687  on  March  13. 

I  understand  H.R.  5687  is  identical 
with  S.  44. 

Emphatically  protest  this  bill  especially 
section  6  which  explicitly  subverts  Warren 
Act  of  1911  by  proposing  to  substitute  a 
“location  of  land”  principle  for  the  present 
“beneficial  use  of  public  reservoirs  and 


canals”  principle,  the  latter  is  sound  while 
the  former  illogical,  irrelevant,  diversionary, 
and  subversive  to  policy.  California  Labor 
Federation,  AFL-CIO  oppose  this  effort  to 
destroy  national  law  and  water  policy  gov¬ 
erning  Central  Valley  project  and  urges  the 
86th  Congress  to  do  as  well  as  the  78th  and 
80th  Congresses  by  striking  down  H.R.  5687. 
Please  print  this  wire  in  the  San  Luis  Central 
Valley  project  hearings. 

C.  J.  Haggerty, 

Secretary -Treasurer,  California  Labor 
Federation,  AFL-CIO. 

It  is  now  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record. 

I  received  a  telegram  this  morning 
from  Mr.  Andrew  J.  Biemiller,  director, 
AFL-CIO  Legislative  Department,  which 
reads  as  follows : 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  9,  1959. 
Senator  Paul  H.  Douglas: 

Deeply  appreciate  the  good  fight  you  are 
making  to  preserve  160-acre  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  law  as  it  applies  to  San  Luis  unit, 
California.  Deletion  of  section  6a  and 
amendments  as  outlined  in  my  letter  of 
May  6  to  all  Senators  would  in  our  Judg¬ 
ment  protect  national  reclamation  policy. 
Keep  up  the  good  work. 

Andrew  J.  Biemiller, 
Director,  AFL-CIO  Legislative  Department. 

I  have  a  letter  dated  May  6,  1959,  from 
Mr.  Biemiller,  addressed  to  me,  which 
reads  as  follows: 

On  behalf  of  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor  and  Congress  of  Industrial  Organiza¬ 
tions  and  the  California  Labor  Federation, 
AFL-CIO,  I  am  writing  you  to  outline  a  most 
urgent  situation  respecting  S.  44,  a  bill  to 
authorize  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
of  the  Central  Valley  project  in  California. 

This  legislation  contains  clear  and  present 
dangers  to  Federal  reclamation  law.  These 
dangers  do  not  lie  in  the  project  itself, 
which  deserves  authorization,  for  it  is  badly 
needed  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  Instead  the  threat  to  the  public 
interest  lies  in  the  language  of  S.  44  as  it 
pertains  to  the  antimonopoly,  antispecula¬ 
tion  provisions  of  the  Reclamation  Act  of 
1902  as  amended. 

Passage  of  S.  44  as  it  now  stands  would 
do  serious  injury  to  a  half  century  of  na¬ 
tional  reclamation  policy.  The  language  in 
the  San  Luis  bill  specifically  in  section  6 
and  in  section  3  (f),  (g),  (h),  should  be 
stricken  before  this  bill  is  allowed  to  pass. 
The  above-mentioned  sections  offer  nothing 
to  the  public  interest  and  favor  nobody  but 
holders  of  excess  lands. 

I  may  add  that  it  is  precisely  section 
6(a)  and  the  related  part  of  section  1 
which  the  Morse-Neuberger-Douglas 
amendment  proposes  to  eliminate. 

The  letter  goes  on  to  say: 

As  you  so  well  know,  the  excess  land  pro¬ 
visions  of  reclamation  law  assure  widespread 
distribution  of  water  resources,  and  place 
an  upper  limit  on  the  public  subsidy  which 
any  individual  landowner  may  receive.  Any 
landowner  may  own  all  the  land  that  he 
wants  and  can  obtain,  but  under  the  excess 
land  provisions  of  the  Reclamation  Act,  he 
cannot  obtain  water  from  a  Federal  project 
unless  he  agrees  to  comply  with  this  section 
of  the  act,  allowing  water  for  his  land  up 
to  160  acres  with  320  acres  for  a  man  and 
wife. 

Six  California  Congressmen  have  esti¬ 
mated  the  value  of  public  subsidy  under 
Reclamation  law  to  landowners  in  the  pres- 


No.  74 - 11 


7056 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  May  11 


ently  constituted  Central  Valley  project. 
They  give  the  figure  as  at  least  $577  per  acre. 
Thus  the  holder  of  160  acres  would  receive 
$92,320  in  subsidy  and  the  joint  holders  of 
320  acres  would  have  a  subsidy  value  on  this 
amount  of  land  of  $184,640. 

In  the  San  Luis  project  area,  ownership 
tables  carried  in  the  records  of  the  85th  Con¬ 
gress  hearings  on  the  San  Luis  project  show 
34  owners  of  land  holding  nearly  three- 
fourths  of  a  million  acres,  or  an  average  of 
22,000  acres  per  owner. 

From  these  data  it  is  readily  understand¬ 
able  why  the  San  Luis  bill  (S.  44)  as  pres¬ 
ently  written,  destroying  existing  acreage 
limitation  on  these  lands,  would  be  of  such 
tremendous  benefit  to  a  handful  of  great 
corporations  and  corporation  farms.  Each  of 
these  huge  landowners  would  benefit  from 
Federal  subsidies  to  the  amount  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $12.7  million  per  holding.  The  ag¬ 
gregate  subsidies  to  this  small  group  would 
amount  to  more  than  $430  million. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  large  land- 
owners  in  California’s  most  fertile  and  pro¬ 
ductive  areas  are  using  S.  44  as  a  tremen¬ 
dous  "gravy  train”  for  them  at  the  expense 
of  both  Federal  and  State  taxpayers.  It  is 
equally  clear  that  if  S.  44  passes  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  without  amending  lan¬ 
guage  to  restore  without  question  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  both  State  and  Federal  service  areas 
under  full  provision  of  the  acreage  restric¬ 
tions  carried  in  the  1902  act,  that  this  will 
set  a  precedent  in  every  future  reclamation 
project  in  the  West.  It  will  cause  the  pro¬ 
gram  either  to  be  an  instrument  to  pour 
millions  of  dollars  in  subsidies  to  the  cor¬ 
poration  farmers  and  undermine  the  family 
sized  farm,  or  cause  a  negative  reaction  in 
Congress  that  vitally  needed  and  feasible 
reclamation  projects,  like  San  Luis,  will  be 
rejected  by  the  Congress  when  authorization 
is  sought. 

Specifically,  the  AFL-CIO  and  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Labor  Federation  urge  that  section 
3(f),  (g),  and  (h) ,  and  section  6,  as  they 
now  stand  in  S.  44  be  amended  to: 

(a)  Restore  unmistakably  operation  of  the 
Federal  service  area  under  provisions  of  the 
Reclamation  Act  of  1902  without  exception 
or  equivocation. 

(b)  Establish  the  excess  land  provision  of 
reclamation  law  to  land  facilities  in  the 
San  Luis  project  jointly  constructed  and 
used  by  the  Federal  Government  and  the 
State  of  California. 

(c)  Reserve  only  to  the  Congress  the  power 
of  decision  on  the  date  and  the  terms  of 
any  transfer  of  the  San  Luis  project  works 
to  the  State  of  California. 

***** 

It  should  be  •  »  *  obvious  as  debate 
unfolds  that  this  bill  is  obscurely  and  badly 
drafted  and  can  be  subjected  to  various 
kinds  of  interpretation. 

We  can  see  no  reason,  therefore,  why  there 
would  be  any  objection  by  any  Senator,  in¬ 
cluding  those  in  support  of  the  bill,  to  clari¬ 
fying  its  language  so  that  the  protection 
offered  by  the  1902  Reclamation  Act,  as 
amended,  and  other  pertinent  legislation,  is 
clearly  and  unmistakably  written  into  this 
bill.  We  bring  this  matter  to  your  attention 
because  of  your  long  and  untiring  effort  to 
protect  the  public  interest  against  all  efforts 
to  weaken  the  160-acre  limitation  law. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Andrew  J.  Biemeller, 
Director,  Department  of  Legislation. 

.  further  reference  to  the  paragraph 
in  Mr.  Biemiller’s  letter  about  the  large 
holdings  of  some  34  owners  in  the  area, 

I  would  point  out  that  the  public  sub¬ 
sidy  to  these  34  owners,  at  $577  an  acre 
on  the  three-quarters  of  a  million  acres 
of  land  they  own  would,  if  they  would 
secure  water  for  it  all,  amount  to  more 
than  $400  million.  That  is  not  all. 


Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Not  at  this  point. 

This  is  in  effect  a  proposal  to  give 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  to  a 
limited,  small  group  of  huge  landowners, 
many  of  whom  obtained  their  land  in 
devious  ways,  as  is  true  of  the  Southern 
Pacific  Land  Co.  We  brought  out 
in  the  debate — and  it  has  not  been 
challenged — that  120,000  acres  lying 
within  this  so-called  Federal  service 
area,  owned  by  the  Southern  Pacific 
Land  Company,  were  originally  given  to 
that  company  in  return  for  a  railway 
which  they  promised  to  construct 
through  that  area,  but  which  they  never 
built. 

The  subsidy  of  $577  an  acre  which  is 
proposed  to  be  given  on  at  least  120,000 
acres  of  this  company’s  land,  will 
amount  to  a  payment  of  over  $75  million 
to  this  company  alone  if  they  can  evade 
acreage  limitation.  In  addition  to  this, 
huge  amounts  are  to  be  given  to  the 
Boston  Ranch  Co.,  as  well  as  to  a  number 
of  other  companies,  whom  I  named  in  the 
Congressional  Record  last  Thursday.  I 
will  sum  up  a  few  of  them. 

There  is  the  Standard  Oil  Co.,  with 
104,770  acres  in  the  valley.  At  $577 
an  acre,  that  amounts  to  $60  million. 
Some  of  this  land,  of  course,  is  outside 
the  service  area,  but  a  portion  of  it  I 
understand  lies  within  the  San  Luis  serv¬ 
ice  area. 

Then  there  is  in  this  general  area  the 
Anderson-Clayton  Company  of  Texas, 
with  24,771  acres.  There  would  be  a 
subsidy  paid  in  that  instance  of  more 
than  $14  million.  Helen  Lillis  has  20,000 
acres.  The  subsidy  would  amount  al¬ 
most  to  $12  million  in  that  instance. 
And  so  on  through  the  whole  list. 

I  wish  the  Committee  might  have  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  hearings  more  specific  in¬ 
formation  on  the  precise  facts  of  land 
ownership  both  within  the  so-called 
Federal  service  area,  and  the  areas  out¬ 
side  to  fee  served  by  the  enlargement  of 
the  reservoir  and  project  later. 

What  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  are  trying  to 
say  is  that  these  great  subsidies  go  pri¬ 
marily  to  a  limited  number  of  people. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  should  like  to  place 
in  the  Record  the  whole  picture  of  the 
ownerships.  Under  160  acres,  there  are 
1,157  farms,  totaling  44,086  acres. 

Under  320  acres,  which  on  a  family 
ownership  basis  is  within  the  Federal 
acreage  limitation,  there  are  87  farms 
totaling  22,034  acres.  That  is  a  total 
of  90  percent  of  the  individual  owner¬ 
ship. 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes;  but  what  per¬ 
centage  of  the  land  do  they  have? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  am  coming  to  that. 
Between  320  acres  and  1,000  acres  there 
are  80  farms,  having  47,701  acres. 
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nois  that  that  is  why  we  have  insiste 
»  is  why  the  bill  clearly  provide 
that  the  160-acre  limitation  shall  app 
within  the  Federal  service  area.  That 


what  I  am  talking  about — the  Federal 
service  area.  The  160-acre  limitation, 
with  its  nonspeculative  purpose,  applies 
to  this  area.  But  the  Senator  keeps  hol¬ 
lering  about  what  is  going  on  in  that 
area.  The  160-acre  limitation  applies. 
He  certainly  does  not  object  to  that,  does 
he?  Does  the  Senator  from  Illinois  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  application  of  the  160-acre 
limitation  to  those  lands? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Of  course  I  do  not. 
The  Senator  from  Oregon  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  want  the  160-acre  limi¬ 
tation  to  apply  to  all  the  lands  serviced 
by  projects  in  which  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  made  and  will  make  a  huge 
investment  of  funds. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  am  all  for  that.  I 
agree  with  the  Senator  on  that. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Then  the  Senator 
should  agree  to  strike  section  6(a). 

Mr.  ENGLE.  No.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois,  if  his  interpretation  of  the 
amendment  is  correct,  wants  to  apply 
the  acreage  limitation  law  to  projects 
built  by  the  State  government,  projects 
for  which  the  State  has  paid,  every  cent. 
Then  he  wants  to  apply  the  160-acre 
limitation  of  the  Federal  reclamation 
law. 

What  the  Governor  of  California  said 
in  the  telegram  which  I  read  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  the  other  day  was  that  he  approved 
the  principle  of  acreage  limitation,  as 
I  do,  as  applied  to  Federal  projects. 
With  respect  to  parts  of  a  project  for 
which  the  State  puts  up  money,  that  is 
a  matter  which  ought  to  be  decided  by 
the  State  government  and  the  State  leg¬ 
islature,  and  he  intended  to  see  to  it  that 
that  was  given  proper  attention. 

But  the  Senator  from  Illinois  wants 
to  sit  in  Washington  and  legislate  recla¬ 
mation  law  onto  a  part  of  a  project  for 
which  every  dime,  every  nickel,  and 
every  red  cent  was  paid  by  the  State  of 
California. 

I  support  the  160-acre  limitation  with 
reference  to  all  those  ownerships  to 
which  the  Senator  has  referred,  on 
which  the  160-acre  limitation  applies. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
this  issue  was  covered  quite  fully  in  the 
discussion  of  last  Tuesday  and  last 
Thursday.  The  first  point  is  that  the 
waters  which  will  be  used  will  be  com¬ 
mingled  waters,  resulting  from  Federal 
investment  and  State  investment,  if  the 
State  goes  through  with  the  projects 
which  they  say  they  will  complete. 

Then,  if  we  take  the  San  Luis  Dam 
itself,  that  is  a  dam  the  substructure  of 
which  is  to  be  constructed  by  the  Federal 
Government,  with  only  a  $10  million  to 
$17  million  initial  contribution  to  be 
made  by  the  State.  The  first  story  will 
be  constructed  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  second  story,  the  State  says, 
will  be  constructed  later  with  State 
funds.  But  that  is  a  unified  structure. 
We  cannot  cut  across  it  with  a  knife  and 
say,  "Up  to  a  certain  height,  this  is  a 
Federal  dam,  and  above  a  given  height 
it  is  a  State  dam.”  We  cannot  say  of 
the  waters  in  the  reservoir,  “This  is  Fed¬ 
eral  water,  and  the  other  is  State  water.” 
No.  'Die  two  are  mixed  inextricably. 
That  is  the  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir 
situation. 
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Upstream,  we  find  other  things.  We 
find  that  the  delta-cross  canal,  which 
joins  the  Sacramento  River  with  this 
project,  is  already  a  Federal  project, 
with  Federal  funds  expended,  and  which 
is  to  be  utilized  by  the  allegedly  State 
waters. 

Then  it  is  found  that  cheap  Federal 
power  will  be  needed  from  the  waterfalls 
at  Shasta  and  other  places  still  farther 
up  stream  in  order  to  hoist  the  water 
from  the  Sacramento  River  into  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley  to  make  the  basic  San 
Luis  project  feasible. 

Then  it  is  found  that  the  prior  Federal 
investments  at  Shasta,  Keswick,  Folsom, 
Trinity,  and  the  other  places  are  all 
necessary  for  this  project. 

I  know  our  friends  from  California 
say  that  Oroville  Dam  is  to  be  a  separate 
State  project  in  connection  with  the 
Feather  River.  It  is  very  interesting 
that  at  this  very  moment  California  is 
asking  for  an  increase  in  Federal  plan¬ 
ning  money  from  $30,000  to  $40,000  for 
Oroville  Dam,  and  that  the  distinguished 
former  Governor,  whom  the  present  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  California  had  the 
honor  to  defeat  in  the  elections  last  fall, 
stated  that,  California  wanted  “an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  at  least  $75  million  in 
Federal  funds  for  the  nonreimbursable 
,  benefits  of  the  Feather  River  Project’s 
Keystone  Oroville  Dam.’’  That  state¬ 
ment  appears  in  the  San  Francisco  Ex¬ 
aminer  of  April  10,  1957.  The  Governor 
from  California  in  1957  made  that  state¬ 
ment,  and  it  was  printed  in  the  San 
Francisco  Examiner. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  nearer  right  than  he  thinks. 
If  he  will  yield  to  me,  I  can  give  him  the 
exact  fact. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  very  desirous  of 
being  precisely  correct.  I  do  not  want 
to  overstress  the  truth. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  Senator  is  pretty 
close  to  the  facts. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  generally  am,  but  I 
try  to  be  right  on  the  nose. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  For  his  information, 
legislation  has  already  passed  Congress 
authorizing  the  Federal  Government  to 
make  a  contribution  for  the  nonreim¬ 
bursable  flood  control  features  of  the 
Oroville  Dam.  That  is  what  the  distin¬ 
guished  former  Governor  was  talking 
about. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  And  the  present  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  California  as  well. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  was  the  author  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Now  we  are  getting 
down  to  cases. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  am  proud  of  the  fact 
that  I  was  the  author  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  How  can  one  sep¬ 
arate  water  held  back  to  serve  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  non-reimbursable  factors,  for 
flood  control,  from  water  which  is  held 
back  for  irrigation?  We  cannot  say  to 
1  gallon  of  water,  “You  are  a  non¬ 
reimbursable  gallon,”  and  to  another, 
“You  are  a  reimbursable  gallon.” 

The  acre-feet  of  water  which  pour 
down,  commingle  and  commix.  Now  the 
junior  Senator  from  California,  out  of 


his  6wn  mouth,  has  said  he  wants  a  $75 
million  Federal  appropriation  for  Oro¬ 
ville  and  to  help  hold  the  other  waters 
which  will  come  down.  But  he  further 
says,  “We  do  not  want  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  extend  the  protection  of  the 
Federal  irrigation  law  to  the  water  which 
will  be  used  for  irrigation  purposes.”  But 
I  do  not  believe  Congress  can  draw  any 
such  line,  because  that  water  is  not 
marked  as  to  whether  it  is  used  for  irri¬ 
gation  or  is  held  back  for  flood  preven¬ 
tion.  Ultimately  it  all  goes  downstream, 
although  not  at  the  same  time  it  other¬ 
wise  would. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield,  so  that  I  may  answer  his 
argument,  which  has  a  surface  plausi¬ 
bility? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  not  only  has  sur¬ 
face  plausibility;  it  is  true. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Any  time  a  dam  is  placed 
in  a  river,  everybody’s  water  is  stopped. 
There  is  no  way  to  put  a  dam  in  a  river 
and  not  stop  everybody’s  water.  A  dam 
will  stop  water  which  belongs  to  the  irri¬ 
gation  districts.  It  will  stop  water  which 
belongs  to  the  farms  below.  It  will  stop 
waters  which  belong  to  the  State  of 
California. 

When  the  great  Shasta  Dam  was  built, 
a  dam  which  blocks  the  Sacramento  and 
other  rivers  of  northern  California  below 
their  confluence,  everybody’s  water  was 
stopped.  Four  and  one-half  million 
acre-feet  of  water  were  stored  up. 

The  Sacramento  River,  which  comes 
down  from  northern  California  some  150 
miles,  is  used  as  a  canal.  It  is  every¬ 
body’s  water. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  river  has  been 
deepened  and  put  into  shape  by  Federal 
appropriations. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  That  is  correct;  just  as 
in  the  case  of  other  waterways  through¬ 
out  the  Nation.  But  when  the  water  gets 
out  of  the  dam,  the  Federal  water  is 
distributed  on  Federal  projects.  The 
Federal  water  is  picked  up  in  the  appro¬ 
priate  amounts  at  the  Delta  pumps,  run 
to  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  and  distrib¬ 
uted  on  Federal  reclamation  lands  under 
the  160-acre  limitation.  Those  waters 
go  into  Shasta  Lake,  with  its  storage  of 
4  V2  million  acre-feet.  Irrigation  dis¬ 
tricts  such  as  the  Anderson  and  Cotton¬ 
wood  districts  take  their  waters  out,  and 
their  waters  are  distributed  free  and 
clear  of  any  acreage  limitation.  And 
that  is  as  it  should  be. 

Now  the  Senator  from  Illinois  is  begin¬ 
ning  to  see  the  implication  of  the  sort  of 
argument  he  is  making,  namely,  that  the 
mere  commingling  of  water  because  the 
Federal  Government  sticks  a  piece  of 
cement  across  a  river,  and  thus  blocks 
everyone’s  water,  does  not  give  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  the  right  to  pursue  each 
molecule  of  water  as  if  it  had  “U.S.A.” 
stamped  on  it.  The  law  applies  to  the 
quantum  of  water  delivered  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  projects,  and  not  other¬ 
wise.  If  that  were  not  the  case,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  could  not  ever  build  a 
dam  across  amajor  stream  in  any  State 
of  the  Nation  without  applying  all  the 
national  reclamation  laws  to  every  proj¬ 
ect  built  by  every  State  and  every  farmer 
group  in  the  Nation;  and  the  distin¬ 


guished  Senator  from  Illinois  knows  that 
would  not  happen.  That  is  precisely 
why  the  formula  about  which  he  is  argu¬ 
ing  is  wrong. 

I  would  say  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
that  if  California  uses  facilities  built  by 
the  Federal  Government  and  paid  for 
by  the  Federal  Government,  to  imple¬ 
ment  a  California  water  project,  such  as 
the  Delta  pumps  on  the  Central  Valley 
project  or  the  Delta -Mendota  Canal, 
apply  the  160-acre  limitation.  But  that 
is  not  the  situation  in  this  case. 

I  call  my  colleague’s  attention  to  the 
fact  that  whenever  a  great  dam  is  built 
and  plugs  a  river — whether  it  is  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  at  Boulder,  the  Colorado 
River  at  Glen  Canyon,  the  Colorado 
River  at  Parker  or  Davis,  the  American 
River  at  Folsom,  the  Sacramento  River 
at  Shasta,  or  the  Trinity  River  at  the 
Trinity  project — that  wall  of  cement 
stops  everyone’s  water;  and  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  the  water  is  not  necessarily 
made  on  the  basis  of  the  national  recla¬ 
mation  law.  If  that  were  the  case,  we 
simply  would  have  to  get  out  of  the  recla¬ 
mation  business. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
cite  the  facts  about  commingling  of 
waters,  use  of  Federally  built  facilities, 
and  use  of  joint  facilities  only  to  show 
that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Oroville 
Dam  and  so-called  State  service  area 
project  are  not  a  separate  State  project. 
It  will  all  be  a  joint  project. 

It  will  be  a  joint  project  because  of 
the  Federal-State  joint  works  of  the  San 
Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir,  the  federally 
built  Delta  Cross  Channel,  and  possibly 
the  enlarged  Delta-Mendota  Canal. 

It  will  be  a  joint  project  because  of 
the  Federal  supporting  works  that  make 
the  water  and  power  available,  which  in 
turn  make  the  San  Luis  unit  possible. 
The  cheap  power  is  created  and  the 
water  is  stored  and  then  channeled  to 
the  lands  through  the  construction  of 
the  whole  Central  Valley  project,  in 
which  water  power,  reservoirs,  pumping, 
and  channels  are  interwoven;  and  in 
this  connection  I  could  mention  the 
Shasta  Dam  and  powerplant;  the  Kes¬ 
wick  Dam  and  powerplant;  the  Trinity 
Dams  and  powerplant,  which  are  under 
construction,  and  are  65  percent  com¬ 
plete;  the  Sacramento  canals;  the 
Nimbus  Dam  and  powerplant;  the  Fol¬ 
som  Dam  and  powerplant,  the  Sly  Power 
Dam,  the  Delta  Cross  Channel,  to  which 
I  have  referred,  the  Tracy  pumping 
plant,  the  Delta-Mendota  Canal,  and  the 
San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  itself. 

And  now  I  believe  we  shall  have  to 
add  the  Oroville  dam  project,  for  which 
the  Senator  from  California  and  other 
Senators  have  been  asking  a  Federal 
contribution  of  $75  million  to  help  build 
the  dams. 

Previously,  they  have  been  saying  this 
would  be  a  100  percent  State  project. 
But  it  turns  out  to  be  nothing  of  the 
sort.  A  large  part  of  the  basic  cost  of 
the  Oroville  project  is  to  be  charged  to 
the  Federal  government,  in  the  case  of 
the  flood  control,  and  possibly  naviga¬ 
tion  costs;  and  only  the  residue,  or  the 
irrigation  costs,  are  to  be  borne  by  the 
State  government.  And  as  I  shall 
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shortly  suggest,  perhaps  even  some  of 
these  irrigation  costs  of  the  so-called 
State  project  will  alsp  be  thrust  on  the 
Federal  government. 

But  I  should  like  to  point  out,  in  this 
connection,  that  the  waters  which  will 
be  held  back  by  the  Oroville  dam  for 
flood  control  and  navigation  purposes — 
for  which  the  Federal  government  is 
asked  to  pay — ultimately  will  go  to  the 
jointly-constructed  San  Luis  reservoir, 
just  as  much  as  will  the  water  which  is 
specifically  earmarked  for  irrigation. 
All  the  water  pumped  into  the  San  Luis 
valley  will  go  down  there  for  irrigation, 
regardless  of  the  cost  allocations  at  Oro¬ 
ville  dam  between  flood  control  and  ir¬ 
rigation. 

I  point  out  that  despite  all  these  Fed¬ 
eral  contributions,  the  Senators  from 
California  do  not  want  the  Federal  rec¬ 
lamation  law  to  apply  except  in  the  so- 
called  Federal  service  area  in  this  val¬ 
ley.  However,  it  is  clear  that  in  this 
valley  there  is  an  exceptionally  high  de¬ 
gree  of  concentrated  land  ownership. 
Probably  three-fourths  of  the  land  is 
locked  up  in  huge  landed  estates,  largely 
descended  either  from  the  railway  land 
grants  or  from  the  Mexican  and  Span¬ 
ish  land  grants,  or  in  other  cases  re¬ 
quired  by  shrewd  purchasing  at  low  land 
values  or  by  some  questionable  means. 

These  landowners  are  the  ones  who 
will  make  close  to  $600  an  acre — which 
will  be  given  to  them  by  the  taxpayers 
of  the  United  States — by  the  taxpayers 
of  Michigan,  by  the  taxpayers  of  North 
Dakota,  by  the  taxpayers  of  Oregon,  by 
the  taxpayers  of  Minnesota,  by  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  Illinois,  by  the  taxpayers  of 
Wisconsin — by  all  the  taxpayers  of  the 
Nation  when  the  irrigation  water  is  put 
on  their  lands.  All  of  the  taxpayers 
will  pay  the  bill.  But  who  will  get  the 
profit?  The  profit  from  these  expendi¬ 
tures  will  be  received  by  the  big  land- 
owners  in  very  large  part,  unless  exist¬ 
ing  Federal  land  policies  favoring  fam¬ 
ily-farms  are  allowed  to  apply. 

Very  frankly,  Mr.  President,  I  take 
the  position  that  although  it  may  be 
against  the  immediate  economic  in¬ 
terests  of  my  State  to  pay  these  taxes 
and,  in  return,  to  have  these  areas  pro¬ 
duce  more  wheat  than  they  otherwise 
would  produce,  and  to  have  that  wheat 
enter  into  competition  with  wheat  pro¬ 
duced  in  the  Middle  West,  I  would  be 
ready  to  agree  that  that  be  done  if  we 
could  democratize  the  land  ownership  in 
this  valley,  so  that  the  small  farmers 
could  have  a  chance  to  get  hold  of  the 
land. 

But  I  would  be  false  to  my  trust  if  I 
voted  for  these  huge  expenditures  which 
not  only  would  enrich  a  few,  but  also 
would  perpetuate  a  condition  of  agrarian 
feudalism,  in  which  a  few  large  land- 
owners  control  the  land,  and  thousands 
of  persons,  many  of  them  Mexican- 
Americans,  day  laborers  who  live  in 
poverty-stricken  villages — and  I  have 
inspected  some  of  the  villages  on  this 
land — actually  do  the  farming. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  not  the  Amer¬ 
ican  system.  The  American  system  is 
that  the  person  who  farms  the  land 
should,  insofar  as  possible,  be  the  farm 
owner. 


That  is  the  basis  on  which  democracy 
was  established  in  the  Mississippi  Val¬ 
ley;  but  that  basis  of  agrarian  democracy 
does  not  exist  in  large  areas  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  It  does  not  exist  in  certain  sec¬ 
tions  of  Texas,  which  also  inherited 
Mexican  and  Spanish  law.  But  it  is  the 
condition  which  we  hope  will  prevail  in¬ 
creasingly  in  the  future  if  we  can  only 
apply  the  U.S.  reclamation  law. 

I  have  indicated  that  this  is  a  rather 
frail  reed  in  itself  in  the  case  of  areas  as 
rich  as  this  one,  because  a  family  which 
grows  wheat  can  make  a  living  with  30, 
40,  or  50  acres,  whereas  a  man  and  wife 
under  the  reclamation  law  can  secure 
water  for  320  acres.  Pei’sonally,  I  think 
that  if  we  wish  to  have  a  realistic,  fam¬ 
ily-farm  acreage  limitation  and  if  we 
wish  to  democratize  agriculture,  the 
limit  should  be  60  or  40  acres  in  these 
fertile  valleys,  as  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  suggested. 

But  all  we  are  trying  to  do  is  establish 
160  or  320  acres  as  the  limit — which  will 
make  these  people  rich  beyond  the 
dreams  of  avarice,  and  would  give  a  man 
and  wife  a  subsidy  of  close  to  $180,000  a 
farm. 

But  the  junior  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  says  that  is  not  enough — that  we 
must  let  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad 
Co.,  with  its  120,000  acres  in  the  Federal 
service  area,  have  its  30,000  or  so  acres 
outside  that  area  irrigated  by  the  joint 
project  without  any  limitation.  We 
must  let  the  Kern  County  Land  Co. 
have  all  of  its  348,000  acres  that 
are  in  the  so-called  State  service  area 
receive  water  without  acreage  limitation, 
and  so  forth  and  so  on. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  that  in  this 
connection  I  should  point  out  that  there 
is  a  possible  further  Federal  subsidy  in 
the  case  of  the  Oroville  Dam — namely, 
through  interest-free  payments  to  the 
so-called  State  irrigation  project.  That 
is  a  subsidy  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  This  shows  what  an  illusion  it  is 
to  call  this  a  separate  State  project,  from 
which  Federal  land  policy  should  be  ex¬ 
cluded,  as  section  6(a)  seeks  to  do. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record,  in 
connection  with  my  remarks,  the  clear 
and  revealing  statement  dealing  with 
this  subject  by  the  very  able  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California,  which  was  placed 
in  the  Congressional  Record  of  Septem¬ 
ber  19,  1957,  by  him  and  includes  quota¬ 
tions  from  various  California  news¬ 
papers. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Congressional  Record,  Sept.  19, 
1957,  pp.  A7668-A7669] 

Engle  Water  Plan  Praised 
(Extension  of  remarks  of  Hon.  Clair  Engle, 

of  California,  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  Friday,  August  30,  1957) 

Mr.  Engle.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  early  response 
to  my  proposal,  whereby  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  would  make  nonreimbursible  contri¬ 
butions  for  flood  control  and  Interest-free 
loans  for  irrigation  features  of  State  projects 
constructed  primarily  for  development  of 
municipal  and  industrial  water,  has  been 
most  gratifying. 

Under  leave  to  extend  my  remarks,  I  in¬ 
clude  some  of  the  articles  and  editorials  ap¬ 


pearing  in  leading  newspapers  in  northern 
and  southern  California,  with  comments  on 
the  proposal,  as  follows: 

“[From  the  Sacramento  Bee  of  Aug.  12, 
1957] 

“ENGLE  PROPOSES  UNITED  STATES tST ATE  WATER 
PLAN  SPEEDUP 

“(By  Edward  H.  Dickson) 

“Washington. — Chairman  Clair  Engle  of 
the  House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  today  disclosed  a  new  legislative  plan 
which  he  said  is  designed  to  speed  joint 
Federal-State  construction  of  water  projects 
in  California  and  the  other  Western  States. 

Under  the  program,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  first  time  would  be  allowed  to 
participate  in  projects  designed  primarily  to 
furnish  domestic  and  industrial  water  rather 
than  irrigation  water. 

“Engle,  a  Democrat  representing  the  Sac¬ 
ramento  Valley  and  Sierra  Nevada  district, 
made  known  his  views  in  a  letter  to  Assem¬ 
blyman  Carley  Porter,  of  Los  Angeles  County, 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  of  the  joint 
interim  committee  on  State  water  problems 
of  the  State  legislature. 

“He  urged  that  congressional  and  State 
legislative  water  committees  meet  this  fall  in 
California  to  discuss  his  suggested  legislation 
and  also  the  financing  of  future  State  water 
projects. 

“OUTLINES  STATE  ROLE 

“Under  the  Engle  plan,  the  States  would 
build  the  projects  where  the  prime  purpose 
is  the  development  of  domestic  and  indus¬ 
trial  supplies  with  the  State  responsible  for 
the  financing  of  these  features  plus  any 
hydroelectric  power  development. 

“The  Federal  Government  would  make  an 
outright  contribution  for  flood-control  bene¬ 
fits  as  a  recognized  Federal  responsibility  and 
also  make  an  interest-free  loan  for  benefits 
ascribed  to  irrigation. 

“While  many  multiple-purpose  projects 
built  now  by  the  Federal  Government  pro¬ 
vide  for  flood  control  and  domestic  and  in¬ 
dustrial  water,  historically  Congress  has  in¬ 
sisted  that  the  primary  purpose  be  the  irri¬ 
gation  of  farmland.” 

“[From  the  Sacramento  Bee,  Aug.  13,  1957] 
“feather  river  project  backers  laud  englb 

WATER  PLAN 

“Grover  C.  Shannon,  of  Yuba  City,  Sutter 
County,  president  of  the  Feather  River  Proj¬ 
ect  Association,  and  Samuel  B.  Morris,  of 
Los  Angeles,  a  vice  president  of  the  group, 
today  lauded  a  new  proposal  to  speed  joint 
Federal-State  construction  of  water  projects. 

“The  water  development  leaders  from  the 
northern  and  southern  sections  of  the  State 
praised  a  suggestion  made  yesterday  by  Con¬ 
gressman  Clair  Engle,  Democrat,  of  Red 
Bluff,  Tehama  County,  chairman  of  the 
House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee. 

“Under  Engle’s  plan  the  States  would  build 
the  projects  where  the  prime  purpose  is  the 
development  of  domestic  and  industrial  sup¬ 
plies,  with  the  State  responsible  for  the 
financing  of  these  features  plus  any  hydro¬ 
electric  power  development. 

"The  Federal  Government  would  make  an 
outright  contribution  for  flood-control  bene¬ 
fits  and  also  make  an  interest-free  loan  for 
benefits  ascribed  to  irrigation. 

“Most  encouraging 

“  ‘It  is  most  encouraging  to  learn  of  Con¬ 
gressman  Engle’s  proposal  that  will  make  it 
possible  for  the  Federal  Government  to  grant 
benefits  to  State  projects  like  the  Feather 
River  project,’  Shannon  said. 

“  ‘The  Feather  River  Project  Association 
has  just  adopted  a  broad  financing  policy 
for  State  water  projects.  Engle’s  reported 
suggestions  are  covered  by  our  program  and 
would  aid  in  the  solution  of  Feather  River 
project  financing  which  is  so  important  to 
millions  of  Californians.’ 


1959 


7059 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


“Morris  called  the  Engle  plan  a  major 
step  in  encouraging  local  initiative  to  un¬ 
dertake  large  multipurpose  water  projects 
such  as  the  Feather  River  project. 

“ State  leadership 

“  ‘Instead  of  depending  upon  Uncle  Sam  to 
do  these  jobs,  California  and  other  States 
can  take  the  leadership  to  solve  their  own 
problems,  where  the  major  interest  is  do¬ 
mestic  and  industrial  water  supply,  with 
assurance  they  would  get  the  same  degree 
of  financial  support  for  other  purposes  that 
would  be  given  a  strictly  Federal  project.’ 

“Historically,  Congress  has  insisted  that 
the  primary  purpose  of  Federal  water  proj¬ 
ects  be  the  irrigation  of  farmland.  With 
California’s  expanding  population  the  do¬ 
mestic  and  industrial  demands  are  increas¬ 
ing  but  the  cost  of  supplying  them  is 
considered  by  some  water  experts  as  prohibi¬ 
tive  for  State  financing  alone.” 

“[From  the  Los  Angeles  Examiner,  Aug.  13, 
1957] 

“water  aid  plan  backed 

“Representative  Clair  Engle’s  proposal 
that  Federal  aid  be  extended  to  big  State 
projects  designed  primarily  to  take  water 
to  cities  and. industries  was  commended  here 
yesterday  by  Samuel  B.  Morris,  a  Feather 
River  Project  Association  vice  president. 

“The  effect  of  Engle’s  proposal,  it  was  in¬ 
dicated,  would  be  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  now  limited  to  aid  for  or  building  of 
projects  in  which  flood  control  and  irriga¬ 
tion  of  farms  is  paramount,  could  help  the 
Feather  River  project. 

“In  other  words,  the  Government  would 
put  up  the  cash  for  flood  control  and  provide 
interest-free  loans  for  the  important  irriga¬ 
tion  aspects  of  this  big  project  which  mainly 
is  concerned  with  serving  big  growing  cities. 

“ Major  step 

“Morris,  now  a  consulting  engineer,  retired 
Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power 
general  manager,  said  of  Engle’s  proposal: 

“  ‘This  is  a  major  step  in  encouraging  local 
initiative  to  undertake  large  multipurpose 
projects  such  as  the  Feather  River  project. 

“  ‘Instead  of  depending  on  Uncle  Sam  to  do 
these  jobs,  California  and  other  States  can 
take  the  leadership  to  solve  their  own  prob¬ 
lems,  where  the  major  interest  is  domestic 
and  industrial  water  supply. 

“  ‘This  could  be  done  with  assurance  that 
they  would  get  the  same  degree  of  financial 
support  for  other  purposes,  such  as  flood 
control  and  irrigation,  that  would  be  given 
a  strictly  Federal  project. 

“Lower  rates 

"  'The  result  would  be  more  economical 
construction  and  lower  water  rates  for  users.’ 

“Engle,  a  Democrat,  from  Red  Bluff,  is 
chairman  of  the  important  House  Interior 
Committee. 

“He  made  his  proposal  to  Assemblyman 
Carley  Porter,  of  Coihpton,  chairman  of  a 
subcommittee  of  the  legislature’s  joint  in¬ 
terim  committee  on  State  water  problems. 

“Engle  suggested  that  this  committee  and 
a  House  group  hold  hearings  this  fall  on 
financing  the  $11,500  million  California  water 
plan,  of  which  the  Feather  River  project 
would  be  the  backbone.” 

“[From  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  Aug.  14,  1957] 

“WATER  DISTRICT  OFFICIALS  BACK  ENGLE’S  PLAN 

“Officials  of  the  metropolitan  water  district 
yesterday  joined  the  Los  Angeles  Water  and 
Po^er  Department  in  praising  a  proposal  by 
Representative  Clair  Engle  that  the  Federal 
Government  help  pay  for,  but  not  control, 
large  municipal  and  domestic  water  projects. 

“Joseph  Jensen,  chairman  of  the  metro¬ 
politan  water  district  board  of  directors,  said 
Engle’s  suggestion  ‘should  go  far  to  ad¬ 
vance  Federal-State  partnership  on  a  fair 
and  sound  basis.’ 


“Engle  had  suggested,  in  a  letter  to  Assem¬ 
blyman  Carley  Porter,  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  remove  its  ban  on  financial 
aid  for  water  projects  other  than  flood  con¬ 
trol  and  irrigation  works.  ‘Then,’  Engle 
said,  ‘the  Government  could  help  pay  for 
domestic  and  municipal  water  projects  but 
control  of  the  works  would  remain  with  the 
State.’ 

“Samuel  B.  Morris,  former  general  manager 
and  now  consultant  with  the  Los  Angeles 
Water  and  Power  Department,  already  had 
said  Engle’s  suggestion  for  Federal  grants 
would  tremendously  increase  prospects  for 
a  Feather  River  project  to  bring  water  to 
southern  California  from  the  North.” 


[From  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  Aug.  15,  1957] 
"engle’s  water  aid  idea  gains  favor — pro¬ 
posal  FOR  NEW  TYPE  FEDERAL  HELP  ON 

PROJECTS  WINS  FEATHER  RIVER  GROUP  O.K. 

“ (By  Ed  Ainsworth) 

“Additional  support,  on  a  statewide  basis, 
was  given  yesterday  to  a  proposal  by  Repre¬ 
sentative  Clair  Engle,  of  California,  for  a 
new  type  of  Federal  financial  aid  to  State 
water  projects  for  domestic  and  industrial 
use. 

“The  Feather  River  Association,  made  up 
of  members  all  over  the  State,  endorsed  the 
Engle  suggestion  as  being  in  line  with  its 
own  recently  adopted  policy  statement  on 
water  project  financing. 

Word  on  approval 

“Grover  C.  Shannon,  of  Yuba  City,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Feather  River  Association,  made 
the  announcement  approving  the  Engle  plan. 
It  already  had  been  approved  by  Samuel  B. 
Morris,  consultant  of  the  Los  Angeles  Water 
and  Bower  Department,  and  by  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Water  District  of  Southern  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

“Representative  Engle,  chairman  of  the 
House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee,  proposed  early  this  week  that  Federal 
grants  and  loans  be  made  on  domestic  and 
industrial  water  projects,  with  no  strings 
attached.” 

[From  the  Los  Angeles  Herald-Express  of 
Aug.  14,  1957] 

"feather  river  plan  aid 

“New  hope  is  raised  for  the  planned  con¬ 
struction  of  the  giant  Feather  River  project 
which  would  bring  irrigation,  domestic,  and 
industrial  water  to  Los  Angeles  and  other 
sections  of  southern  California  by  announce¬ 
ment  by  Congressman  Clair  Engle  of  pro¬ 
posed  new  Federal  legislation. 

“Congressman  Engle,  California  Demo¬ 
crat,  who  is  chairman  of  the  House  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  is  proposing 
legislation  under  which  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  advance  interest-free  loans 
for  projects  in  which  the  principal  purpose 
is  to  provide  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supplies. 

“If  this  legislation  is  passed,  it  could 
mean  that  the  funds  required  would  be 
provided  by  the  Federal  Government  and 
the  State  would  carry  out  the  construction 
and  operation. 

“Thus  one  of  the  biggest  hurdles  which 
has  faced  the  Feather  River  project,  obtain¬ 
ing  the  necessary  funds,  would  be  sur¬ 
mounted. 

“The  other  principal  obstacle,  of  course,  is 
lack  of  agreement  of  the  California  Legisla¬ 
ture  on  proposed  constitutional  amendments 
determining  the  rights  of  northern  Califor¬ 
nia  ‘counties  of  origin’  and  southern  Califor¬ 
nia  counties  to  the  flow  of  water  from  the 
Feather  River. 

“Southern  Californians  interested  in  the 
future  of  this  end  of  the  State,  where  the 
growing  water  needs  of  an  ever-increasing 
population  are  of  vital  importance,  should 
immediately  write  to  their  Congressmen  and 
Senators  in  Washington  requesting  that  they 


Join  forces  in  helping  Congressman  Enc-le 
in  his  campaign  for  the  proposed  legislation. 

“Samuel  B.  Morris,  nationally  known  con¬ 
sulting  engineer,  retired  former  general  man¬ 
ager  of  the  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water 
and  Power  and  now  a  vice  president  of  the 
Feather  River  Project  Association,  assesses 
the  new  proposal  as  follows: 

“  ‘This  is  a  major  step  in  encouraging  local 
initiative  to  undertake  large  multipurpose 
water  propjects  such  as  the  Feather  River 
project. 

“  ‘Instead  of  depending  upon  Uncle  Sam 
to  do  these  jobs,  California  and  other  States 
can  take  the  leadership  to  solve  their  own 
problems,  where  the  major  interest  is  domes¬ 
tic  and  industrial  water  supply,  with  assur¬ 
ance  that  they  would  get  the  same  degree 
of  financial  support  for  other  purposes  that 
would  be  given  a  strictly  Federal  project. 

“  ‘The  result  should  be  more  economical 
construction  costs  and  lower  rates  to  water 
users'.” 

‘‘[From  the  Sacramento  Bee  of  Aug.  16,  1957] 

“ENGLE  PLAN  WOULD  AID  NEEDED  WATER 
PROJECTS 

“Congressman  Clair  Engle  of  the  Second 
California  District  suggests  a  new  concept 
of  Federal-State  cooperation  in  water  re¬ 
sources  development  which  merits  the  most 
careful  study. 

“He  proposes  the  Federal  Government  be 
authorized  to  make  financial  contributions 
to  State  projects  which  are  designed  pri¬ 
marily  to  provide  water  for  domestic  and  in¬ 
dustrial  purposes. 

“Historically  the  Federal  Government’s 
role  has  been  confined  to  irrigation  under¬ 
takings  in  order  to  bring  the  semiarid  lands 
of  the  West  into  useful  production. 

“Engle’s  plan  recognizes  that,  because  of 
the  amazing  population  growth  and  the 
shift  to  an  industrial  economy,  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  domestic  and  industrial  water  sup¬ 
plies  is  of  vital  importance  to  California. 

“The  requirement  for  an  irrigation  supply, 
of  course,  will  persist.  And  the  Federal 
Government  should  and  under  the  Engle 
plan  would  continue  its  part  in  financing 
such  projects  as  San  Luis  and  the  Auburn 
Dam. 

“But  certainly  the  Federal  Government’s 
responsibility  is  no  less  in  seeing  that  cities 
and  towns  have  enough  water. 

“The  difficulty  is  that  the  cost  of  providing 
such  supplies  often  is  prohibitive  to  the  local 
governments,  especially  when  the  sources  of 
water  are  far  removed  from  the  centers  of 
population. 

“Under  Engle’s  proposal,  for  projects 
whose  primary  purpose  is  a  domestic  and  in¬ 
dustrial  water  supply,  Congress  would  make 
outright  grants  for  flood  control,  which  is  a 
traditional  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  It  also  would  make  interest-free 
loans  for  irrigation,  as  presently  is  the  prac¬ 
tice. 

“The  States  would  finance  the  dams  and 
incidental  hydroelectric  installations. 

“The  plan  appears  to  be  sound  and  repre¬ 
sents  an  equitable  division  of  the  cost.  It 
would  enable  States  to  go  ahead  with  proj¬ 
ects  which  they  presently  cannot  finance. 
It  would  represent  the  highest  order  of 
partnership  which  the  Eisenhower  adminis¬ 
tration  professes  to  support. 

“Moreover,  it  is  a  plan  which  easily  would 
be  expanded  to  aid  eastern  localities  where 
the  problem  is  not  one  of  irrigation  but  of 
domestic  water  supplies  and  should  appeal  to 
Congressmen  from  beyond  the  100th  merid¬ 
ian  whose  interest  in  western  reclamation 
often  has  been  remote.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  only  to  point  out  to  my  colleagues — 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas], 
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the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  the  amend-  State  construction,  should  come  as  a  result 


and  other  Senators — who  have  raised 
a  vital  question  concerning  the  reclama¬ 
tion  issue  in  connection  with  the  ir¬ 
rigated  land,  that  their  arguments  have 
not  gone  unnoticed.  Sometimes  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  those  who  stand  to  do  the 
fighting  and  the  battling  for  established 
public  policy  reach  the  conclusion  that 
their  arguments  are  being  listened  to  by 
only  a  few,  and  perhaps  not  too  at- 
tentatively  at  that.  I  wish  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  to  know  that  I  had  very 
serious  doubts  as  to  how  I  would  vote 
in  reference  to  the  San  Luis  unit,  be¬ 
cause  there  are  grave  problems  involved 
respecting  the  relationships  between 
Federal  and  State  Governments. 
Nevertheless,  no  matter  what  those 
doubts  are,  it  seems  to  me  that  if  we 
are  to  amend  the  basic  public  policy  of 
the  Nation  prescribing  a  160-acre 
limitation  for  one  person,  or  320  acres 
for  a  man  and  his  wife,  it  is  something 
that  ought  to  be  done  de  novo,  on  its 
own.  It  is  something  that  ought  to  be 
considered  in  terms  of  overall  policy, 
rather  than  in  terms  of  specific  project 
units. 

I  imagine  arguments  could  be  ad¬ 
vanced  to  the  effect  that  there  have  been 
attempts  to  lift  the  limitation  in  other 
instances. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  There  have  been 
some  clearly  unwise  exemptions,  in 
Texas,  I  think.  But,  generally,  the  lim¬ 
itation  has  been  lifted  in  connection 
with  high  altitude  projects,  which  prob¬ 
ably  should  never  have  been  started  in 
the  first  place,  because  of  the  short  grow¬ 
ing  season,  and  where  it  is  probable,  be¬ 
cause  the  crops  are  of  low  value,  that 
160  acres  will  not  produce  an  adequate 
living. 

So  a  case  could  be  made  for  lifting 
the  limitation  in  high  altitude  areas 
such  as  are  found  in  the  Rocky  Moun¬ 
tains.  But  we  know  there  is  no  justi¬ 
fication  for  lifting  the  limitation  in  the 
Central  Valley  of  California,  which  is 
probably  the  richest  agricultural  area, 
potentially,  in  the  United  States.  Here, 
if  any  place,  the  160-acre  limitation 
should  be  safeguarded;  and,  indeed,  a 
more  restrictive  limitation  might  be 
needed. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  was  about  to  say 
to  the  Senator  that  a  reexamination  of 
the  160-acre  limitation  is  something 
which,  if  it  is  to  be  made  at  all,  needs 
to  be  done  not  on  a  particular  project, 
but  in  terms  of  the  broad  areas  of  the 
Nation  that  would  be  affected,  such  as 
high  altitude  areas,  which  the  Senator 
has  just  mentioned,  or  areas  where  there 
is  less  fertility,  but  where  we  have  some 
idea  of  what  the  fertility  of  the  soil  can 
be  and  will  be. 

I  regret  that  section  6(a)  is  in  the  bill, 
because  otherwise  I  think  there  would  be 
no  doubt  about  the  importance  of  the 
passage  of  the  bill.  In  fact,  I  would 
support  the  passage  of  the  bill.  I  am 
hopeful  section  6(a)  can  either  be  modi¬ 
fied,  so  as  not  to  upset  the  established 
pattern  of  the  160-acre  limitation,  or 
that  it  can  be  removed  entirely. 

I  understand  the  pending  amendment 
of  the  Senator  is  to  strike  that  section 
from  the  bill. 


ment  of  the  Senators  frojm  Oregon  and 
the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  On  that  basis,  the 
matter  of  the  relationships  between  the 
Federal  and  State  Governments  and  land 
owners  would  be  left  to  the  courts  to  be 
determined.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  a  process 
which  would  probably  lend  itself  to  a 
more  equitable  settlement  than  would  be 
obtained  from  a  legislative  settlement  on 
a  particular  project.  It  does  not  fore¬ 
close  the  possibility  of,  some  adjustment 
by  State  legislative  power  over  certain 
lands.  Am  I  correct  in  that  statement? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  the  point  on 
which  tire  junior  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  [Mr.  Engle]  touched  earlier  this  af¬ 
ternoon,  which  I  promised  to  deal  with 
at  a  later  hour. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota,  with  his 
usually  keen  mind,  has  put  his  finger  on 
a  very  difficult  and  controversial  point. 
Let  me  state  the  situation  in  this  way: 
The  inclusion  of  section  6(a)  makes  it 
perfectly  clear,  I  think,  that  the  160-acre 
limitation  will  not  apply  in  the  so-called 
added  acreage  over  and  above,  or  outside 
of,  the  initial  acreage  to  be  irrigated  by 
water  impounded  in  what  are  admitted 
to  be  exclusively  Federal  projects. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  our  contention 
that  the  additional  irrigation  of  500,000 
acres  would  be  carried  out  on  projects, 
a  long  list  of  which  I  have  given,  in  many 
of  which  Federal  funds  only  have  been 
spent,  and  in  others  of  which  Federal 
money  and  State  money  would  be  com¬ 
mingled,  and  that  the  water  would  be 
commingled.  Furthermore,  we  say  that 
if  the  added  acreage  is  exempt  from  the 
operation  of  Federal  law  as  section  6(a) 
would  exempt  it,  then,  in  the  absence  of 
State  law,  the  sky  would  be  the  limit. 

I  should  like  to  have  the  attention  of 
the  Senator  from  California  when  I 
make  this  statement.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  there  is  no  acreage  limita¬ 
tion  at  present  under  California  State 
law. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  desire  to  read,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  distinguished  Senator  Horn 
Illinois  and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Minnesota,  the  telegram  which  I 
received  from  Governor  Brown,  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  This  is  what  he  said: 

I  am  convinced  that  the  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  do  and  will  apply  to  all  Federal 
facilities  and  service  areas  of  the  San  Luis 
project. 

There  is  no  doubt  about  it. 

I  resume  reading  the  telegram: 

In  addition,  with  or  without  the  language 
contained  in  section  6(a)  under  S.  44,  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  do  not  and,  in  my 
view,  should  not  apply  to  the  State  facilities 
and  State  service  areas  of  the  project.  I  am, 
and  I  believe  that  the  California  Legislature 
also  is,  opposed  to  any  unjust  enrichment 
or  monopolization  of  benefits  by  owners  of 
large  land  holdings  as  a  result  of  either  Fed¬ 
eral  or  State  operation. 

However,  I  feel  that  the  handling  of  t.hig 
matter,  insofar  as  State  activities  are  con¬ 
cerned  in  relation  to  this  project  or  other 


of  State  legislation,  I  intend,  at  an  ap¬ 
propriate  time  and  before  contracts  are  exe¬ 
cuted,  to  take  this  matter  up  with  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Legislature  in  order  to  preclude  the 
undesirable  results  which  I  have  described, 
but  I  firmly  believe  that  this  matter  should 
not  delay  either  Federal  or  State  authoriza¬ 
tion  or  construction. 

If  I  may  proceed  for  a  moment,  what 
the  Governor  is  saying  is  that  there  are 
going  to  be  two  separate  service  areas. 
Federal  and  State.  The  waters  are 
commingled  behind  a  single  dam.  That 
fact  is  what  troubles  my  friend  from 
Illinois.  But  on  that  dam  the  State  of 
California  pays  its  full  share  when  the 
water  goes  into  a  ditch  under  Federal 
law  and  under  the  160 -acre  limitation. 

When  and  if  the  State  undertakes  the 
second  step  and  impounds  the  100  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet,  when  the  water  goes  into 
the  ditches  and  to  those  areas  to  be 
served  by  State  works,  the  State  legis¬ 
lature,  under  the  leadership  of  Governor 
Brown,  will  arrange  for  appropriate 
legislation  to  see  that  there  is  no  unjust 
enrichment,  because  of  a  subsidy  from 
the  Federal  taxpayers,  going  to  those 
lands.  ^ 

The  bill,  in  section  6(a) ,  state  affirma¬ 
tively  that  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
shall  not  apply  to  State  service  areas. 
I  have  said  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois, 
and  I  have  repeated  day  after  day,  that 
that  language  is  surplusage.  The 
amendment  is  to  strike  that  language. 
What  does  an  amendment  do  that 
strikes  surplusage?  Nothing.  With  or 
without  that  language,  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  law  cannot  apply  to  State  service 
areas.  The  Senator  from  Illinois  says 
that  if  we  strike  that  language  we  will 
automatically  apply  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  law  to  State  service  areas.  I  do  not 
believe  it,  Governor  Brown  does  not  be¬ 
lieve  it,  and  I  do  not  think  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  believes  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  re¬ 
ply  to  my  good  friend  from  California. 

In  the  first  place,  as  Senators  will  no¬ 
tice,  the  telegram  from  Governor  Brown 
says  in  effect,  “We  do  not  now  haye  any 
State  law  placing  any  limitation  upon  the 
acreage  which  can  be  served  by  ‘State 
water’  but  I  hope  we  will  have.  I  intend 
to  propose  a  law  in  the  future.  I  oppose 
land  monopolization.  I  hope  the  proj¬ 
ect  will  go  ahead,  and  if  it  does,  then  to 
preclude  the  undesirable  results  of  land 
monopoly,  I  will  propose  a  law.”  I  have 
paraphrased  his  message. 

It  is  one  thing  for  a  Governor  to  pro¬ 
pose,  and  it  is  another  thing  for  a  legis¬ 
lature  to  carry  out  the  proposal. 

My  friends  from  California  became  in¬ 
dignant  the  other  day  when  I  reminded 
them  of  some  of  the  facts  about  the 
California  Legislature.  I  think  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  California  are  as  good  as  the 
people  of  any  other  State,  but  the  fact 
is  that  the  Legislature  of  California  is 
gerrymandered  so  that  a  few  mountain 
counties  control  the  Senate.  The  great 
county  of  Los  Angeles,  with  7  million 
people,  I  believe  has  only  the.  State 
Senator.  The  San  Francisco  Bay  area, 
the  other  great  population  area  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  grossly  underrepresented.  The 
mountain  counties  have  been  manipu- 
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lated  in  the  past,  as  we  all  know,  by  lob¬ 
byists  for  the  special  interests  of  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

I  am  happy  to  say  I  think  there  has 
been  an  improvement  in  the  California 
Legislature.  A  Republican  Legislature 
has  been  replaced  by  a  legislature  largely 
Democratic.  The  forces  of  reform  have 
therefore  been  greatly  strengthened. 
But  upon  occasion  there  are  a  few  black 
sheep — not  many,  but  a  few — and  power¬ 
ful  groups  can  often  induce  a  few  black 
-sheep  to  join  the  unregenerated  black 
sheep,  to  make  up  a  majority.  The  op¬ 
position  can  pick  off  a  few  of  our  men 
and  get  a  majority. 

x  Frankly,  this  is  what  I  am  afraid  of. 
I  think  the  Governor  of  California  and 
the  junior  Senator  from  California 
should  be  afraid  of  it,  also.  I  think  what 
the  Governor  of  California  and  the  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  California  are  doing,  in 
effect,  is  indulging  in  the  well-known 
California  real  estate  practice  of  selling 
us  hope.  Hope  is  a  beautiful  quality, 
but  it  is  not  a  substitute  for  solid  pro¬ 
tection. 

The  point  is  that  California  has  no 
State  law  on  the  matter.  If  we  should 
sweep  away  the  defenses  of  the  Federal 
law  as  section  6(a)  does,  until  a  State 
law  were  passed,  there  would  be  no  limi¬ 
tation.  One  can  imagine  the  way  the 
large  landowners  would  go  to  town,  get 
their  subsidies,  and  refuse  to  split  up 
their  land. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Did  I  correctly  un¬ 
derstand  the  distinguished  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  to  say  he  felt  that 
section  6(a)  in  this  bill  was  so  much 
surplus  and  therefore  was  not  neces¬ 
sary? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  To  use  a  legal  term,  we 
call  it  surplusage. 

Mr,  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  has  disagreed  on  this 
floor  with  respect  to  the  impact  of  the 
language.  T  say  that  the  language  in 
section  6(a)  is  surplusage.  The  Gover¬ 
nor  of  California  in  his  telegram  agrees 
that  the  language  is  surplusage. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse],  who  is  a  fine  lawyer, 
agrees  with  me  that  simply  stating  what 
the  law  is  would  not  change  the  law 
and  would  not  make  applicable  some¬ 
thing  not  otherwise  applicable.  Remov¬ 
ing  the  language  from  the  bill  will  not 
have  the  effect  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
says  it  will  have. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  the  language  is 
eliminated  from  the  bill  it  will,  of  course, 
leave  the  restriction  on  Federal  lands 
untouched.  If  the  language  is  stricken 
from  the  bill  the  law  will  remain  as  it 
is. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
The  160-acre  limitation  will  apply  like 
a  strait  jacket  to  every  acre  of  federally 
serviced  land. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Is  it  the  interpre¬ 
tation  of  the  Senator  from  California 
that  the  dispute  over  the  commingled 
water — and  this  is  a  new  type  of  com¬ 
mingling — is  a  dispute  which  is  for  the 
courts  to  determine  rather  than  for  the 


legislative  body  to  determine.  Is  that 
the  interpretation? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  It  has  been  said  that 
the  matter  would  be  taken  to  court,  but 
it  ought  to  be  handled  by  the  legisla¬ 
ture  if  there  is  any  doubt  about  it.  In 
any  case,  it  ought  to  be  handled,  with 
reference  to  the  State  service  area,  by 
the  State  government  and  by  the  State 
legislature.  I  am  referring  to  those 
elements  of  the  project  built  completely 
by  the  State,  as  to  which  every  dime  of 
investment  will  be  handled  by  the  State 
government.  It  is  the  intent  to  do 
exactly  that. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
State  wants  to  adopt  its  own  acreage 
limitation,  that  will  be  fine.  Let  the 
State  do  so  first,  however,  and  then  let 
it  come  back  to  us. 

Let  us  not  destroy  the  Federal  land 
policy  now,  before  the  State  acts,  on 
the  basis  of  hope.  Let  us  not  do  that. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Not  at  this  time.  I 
should  like  to  continue  for  a  minute. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  would  be  delighted  to 
comment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  know  my  good 
friend  from  California,  like  the  rest 
of  us,  sometimes  in  the  heat  of  debate, 
says  things  he  does  not  wish  fully  to 
stand  on  later.  I  do  not  want  to  hold 
my  friend  to  his  statements  too  rigidly. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  do'not  want  to  retract 
anything.  I  merely  want  to  embellish 
the  statements. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  a  colloquy  held  on 
May  7,  1959,  among  the  Senator  from 
California,  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  and 
the  Senator  from  Oregon,  when  we  were 
dealing  with  the  question  of  section 
6(a),  the  Senator  from  Califoi’nia  [Mr. 
Engle]  said: 

I  will  be  glad  to  have  the  matter  settled 
right  here  and  thus  abate  the  rumpus  a 
little. 

And  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  said: 

I  understand  the  Senator  is  willing  to  have 
the  matter  settled  here.  That  is,  I  must  say, 
an  admission  on  the  Senator’s  part  of  how 
sound  the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois  is  in 
the  amendment  which  he  has  offered.  Be¬ 
cause  he  then  points  out  that  it  does  make 
a  difference  whether  the  section  is  in  or  out 
of  the  bill. 

We  hoped,  when  the  junior  Senator 
from  California  uttered  those  words, 
that  he  would  be  willing  to  have  section 
6(a)  stricken  from  the  bill,  that  he  rec¬ 
ognized  that  it  did  make  a  difference. 
Very  frankly,  we  have  been  prolonging 
this  debate  not  only  to  produce  addi¬ 
tional  evidence,  but  also  to  let  the  better 
nature  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  assert  itself,  and  to  lead  him  to 
agree  to  eliminate  section  6(a)  of  the 
bill. 

Day  after  day  has  gone  by,  and  al¬ 
though  we  hoped  we  might  get  a  tele¬ 
phone  call  or  a  visit  from  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  or  from  the  senior 
Senator  from  California,  to  announce 
that  they  were  willing  to  back  up,  they 
seem  to  be  held  somehow,  in  some  way, 
in  a  bind,  and  they  cannot  do  it. 

I  think  we  should  offer  on  opportu¬ 
nity  for  the  better  natures  of  the  Sena¬ 


tors  from  California  to  continue  to  work, 
because  we  know  that  they  do  have  bet¬ 
ter  natures  and  very  strong  better  na¬ 
tures.  We  think  they  should  be  given 
an  opportunity  to  operate. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  senior  Senator  from  North  Dakota, 
one  of  the  best  fighters  for  the  underdog 
the  Senate  has  ever  had. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Do  I  correctly  understand  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  position  to  be  that  we  should  not 
pass  the  bill  until  the  California  Legis¬ 
lature  has  acted? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  _  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Is  that  the  entire  po¬ 
sition? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Or  we  should  strike 
section  6(a)  from  the  bill,  if  we  act  in 
the  absence  of  some  desirable  land  policy 
adopted  by  that  legislature. 

Mr.  LANGER.  That  is  what  I  referred 
to.  We  should  delete  section  6(a) . 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct.  We 
should  delete  section  6(a).  Then  if  the 
California  Legislature  wants  to  enact  a 
decent  acreage  limitation,  which  will 
meet  the  Federal  standards,  we  should 
consider  it. 

I  think  the  California  Legislature 
could  introduce  a  really  desirable  prin¬ 
ciple,  by  providing  limitation  of  less  than 
160  acres.  If  the  junior  Senator  from 
California  were  to  appear  before  the 
California  Legislature,  the  legislature 
would  be  willing,  possibly,  to  adopt  a  60- 
acre  limitation,  if  it  were  made  a  political 
issue  in  the  State  of  California. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  Presdent,  when  we 
passed  the  homestead  law,  with  respect 
to  the  rich  land  in  the  Red  River  Val¬ 
ley — an  area  familiar  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  and  where 
I  live,  an  area  which  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  also  knows  so  well — we  placed  in 
the  law  a  limitation  of  160  acres,  which 
has  worked  out  very  well.  We  have  pro¬ 
vided  a  160-acre  limitation  for  irrigated 
land  for  many  years.  We  have  had  the 
law,  and  have  abided  by  it.  It  seems 
strange  that  we  should  be  asked  to  pro¬ 
ceed  to  amend  the  law  without  having 
the  committee  thoroughly  analyze  the 
matter.  That  should  be  done  before  the 
Senate  is  asked  to  vote  on  the  matter. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,,  I  am 
very  glad  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
spoke  as  he  did.  It  does  not  surprise 
me  in  the  slightest.  The  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  is  sometimes  misunder¬ 
stood  in  the  country,  but  if  one  examines 
his  record  one  will  find  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  has  always  been  consistent 
in  favor  of  a  broad  democratization  of 
property  in  this  country,  a  wide  distribu¬ 
tion  of  property  and  power,  so  that  no 
one  will  have  enough  power  to  oppress 
others,  but  everyone  will  have  enough 
power  to  protect  himself. 

He  has  always  realized  the  vital  con¬ 
nection  between  agrarian  democracy 
and  industrial  and  political  democracy. 
The  stand  which  he  takes  with  respect  to 
the  160-acre  limitation  is  thoroughly  in 
keeping  with  his  entire  public  record. 
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As  Senator  after  Senator  takes  the 
floor  and  testifies  in  behalf  of  this  prin¬ 
ciple,  I  hope  the  Senators  from  Califor¬ 
nia  will  change  their  position  and  ac¬ 
cept  the  amendment  to  eliminate  section 
6(a)  which  so  gravely  endangers  that 
principle  of  agrarian  democracy. 

While  some  of  us  are  willing  to  waive 
our  sectional  interest  and  vote  for  the 
expenditure  6f  huge  Federal  sums  if  the 
Valley  is  democratized,  we  are  not  for 
granting  huge  subsidies  to  a  relatively 
limited  group;  and  if  section  6(a)  is  re¬ 
tained  in  the  bill,  we  shall  fight  the  bill. 
Not  only  will  we  fight  the  bill,  but  there 
are  others  who  will  fight  the  bill  for 
other  reasons. 

For  example,  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell]  thought  he  had  won  a 
great  victory  last  Thursday  when  he 
was  successful  in  obtaining  the  adoption 
of  the  amendment  which  provided  that, 
on  land  newly  irrigated  by  this  project, 
water  would  not  be  furnished  for  the 
prcduction  of  crops  which  were  in  sur¬ 
plus,  and  for  which  Government  sub¬ 
sidies  were  paid. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
thought  he  had  therefore  protected  the 
cotton-producing  States  from  the  grow¬ 
ing  of  additional  cotton.  Senators  from 
wheat-producing  States  probably  felt 
that  they  were  protected  against  the 
growing  of  additional  wheat  in  other 
States. 

But  I  am  afraid  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  was  sold  a  false  bill  of  goods, 
because  if  we  read  that  amendment,  we 
see  that  it  merely  provides  that,  on 
newly  irrigated  land,  such  crops  would 
not  be  raised.  The  realities  of  the  situ¬ 
ation  are  that  in  the  last  year  for  which 
we  have  a  record,  some  273,000  of  the 
initial  block  of  approximately  440,000 
acres  were  irrigated  fom  underground 
waters,  and  from  local  water  supplies, 
and  in  other  years  additional  acres  had 
been  irrigated. 

So  those  lands  would  not  be  newly 
irrigated.  If  we  turn  to  the  feasibility 
report,  on  page  6  we  find  the  statement 
from  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  that  more  than 
400,000  acres  have  been  developed  for 
irrigation,  but  the  water  supply  is  inade¬ 
quate  to  irrigate  it  all  in  any  one  year. 
In  1950,  about  273,000  acres  were  irri¬ 
gated.  Of  this,  grain  occupied  162,000 
acres,  and  cotton  73,000  acres.  The  re¬ 
mainder  was  devoted  to  forage,  truck, 
and  miscellaneous  field  crops.  The  non- 
irrigated  areas  in  1950  included  12,000 
acres  of  grain  and  64,000  acres  of  native 
pasture. 

The  point  is  that  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  obtained  exclusion  from  the  re¬ 
ceipts  and  of  water  of  only  the  76,000 
acres,  and  he  did  not  obtain  exclusion  of 
whatever  part  of  the  more  than  400,000 
acres  which  have  been  developed  for 
irrigation  might  be  used  to  produce  the 
basic  crops  in  surplus. 

What  will  happen?  Additional  water 
will  be  placed  on  those  lands.  They  will 
be  irrigated  not  merely  every  other  year, 
but  every  year.  More  water  will  be  put 
on  this  land  than  can  be  put  on  it  at 
present.  The  crops  of  cotton  and  wheat 
on  such  lands  will  increase,  and  those 
crops  will  enter  into  competition  with 


the  Southern  States  and  the  Midwestern 
States. 

I  am  not  going  to  raise  this  point  as 
an  objection  to  the  plan  from  my  stand¬ 
point  because,  as  I  have  said,  I  am  try¬ 
ing  to  consider  the  national  interest. 
But  I  believe  there  will  be  many  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  body  who  will  not  wish  to 
bring  into  competition  with  the  cotton- 
producing  States  of  the  South  and  the 
wheat-producing  States  of  the  North¬ 
west  and  the  trans-Missouri  area,  addi¬ 
tional  supplies  of  cotton  and  wheat. 

If  section  6(a)  is  in  the  bill,  our  friends 
from  California  may  find  that  those  of 
us  who  object  to  section  6(a)  and  those 
who  will  object  to  the  bill  itself  because 
of  increased  production  of  crops  already 
in  surplus,  may  have  sufficient  strength 
to  defeat  the  bill. 

Therefore,  once  again  I  urge  the  Sen¬ 
ators  from  California  to  think  of  the 
interests  of  their  State,  and  not  tie 
themselves  to  the  chariot — or  to  the 
trucks,  if  I  may  use  a  modern  analogy — 
of  the  big  landowners.  I  ask  them  not 
to  come  into  this  Chamber  shackled 
with  the  chains  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
Land  Co.,  the  Boston  Ranch  Co.,  the 
Kern  County  Land  Co.,  the  Standard  Oil 
Co.,  the  other  oil  companies,  and  other 
large  landowners  in  this  area. 

I  am  not  making  any  threat,  because 
that  would  be  unbecoming  a  Senator,  but 
I  wish  to  point  out  the  realities  of  the 
situation.  If  our  California  friends  insist 
on  holding  onto  section  6(a),  they  may 
defeat  the  whole  measure. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DCUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
my  distinguished  friend  from  California. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  With  reference  to  the 
Senator’s  argument  respecting  the  limi¬ 
tation  on  cotton  and  other  subsidized 
crops,  I  am  glad  the  Senator  has  called 
attention  to  what  may  be  an  ambiguity 
in  that  section,  although  what  was  in¬ 
tended  by  the  section  is  subject  to  inter¬ 
pretation.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  when  he  offered  the  amendment 
which  was  adopted,  meant  to  say  that 
the  level  of  price-supported  crops  in  the 
federally  serviced  area  should  not  in¬ 
crease  by  reason  of  this  project  being 
brought  into  existence. 

When  we  use  the  words  “newly  irri¬ 
gated  lands” - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  They  represent  only 
76,000  acres. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  That  would  be  true  if  we 
construed  “newly  irrigated  lands”  to 
mean  lands  on  which  this  water  is  not 
being  placed,  but  which  were  otherwise 
irrigated.  I  think  the  language  is  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  interpretation  we  intended, 
namely,  that  the  expression  “newly  irri¬ 
gated  lands”  means  simply  newly  irri¬ 
gated  from  this  project,  whether  or  not 
there  was  an  original  or  supplemental 
supply  of  water. 

I  am  glad  to  give  the  assurance  that 
if  that  language  is  not  clear,  and  if 
what  we  intend  to  do  is  not  clear,  with 
the  help  and  concurrence  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Illinois,  we  will 
take  care  of  the  situation. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  cannot 
depend  upon  me  to  improve  that  lan¬ 
guage. 
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The  point  is  that,  of  the  440,000  acres 
in  the  Federal  service  area,  400,000  have 
been  developed  for  irrigation  and  only 
76,000  are  not  irrigated. 

The  Russell  amendment  merely  bars 
the*  growing  of  surplus  crops  on  the 
newly  irrigated  areas,  or  on  the  76,000 
acres.  It  does  not  bar  production  on 
the  410,000  acres.  Application  of  more 
water  to  the,  400,000  acres  would  in¬ 
crease  the  quantity  of  cotton  and  wheat, 
and  therefore  depress  the  price  of  cot¬ 
ton  and  wheat  which  the  farmers  of 
the  South  and  the  Midwest  would  re¬ 
ceive.  It  would  result  in  the  payment 
of  subsidies  to  the  big  landowners. 
’Some  of  the  landowners  in  this  area 
are  already  recipients  of  the  biggest 
cotton  subsidies  in  the  country. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois 
how  this  bill — and  I  am  speaking  of  the 
entire  bill — can  be  in  the  national  inter¬ 
est  at  a  time  when  we  have  a  vast  over¬ 
production  of  farm  commodities,  when 
our  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  is  deeply  concerned  over  the  tre¬ 
mendous  wheat  'surpluses,  when  we  are 
working  very  hard  to  develop  some  way 
of  limiting  farm  production,  when  our 
present  farm  program  is  immensely 
costly  ,to  the  American  taxpayers,  and 
when,  because  of  the  technological  ex¬ 
plosion  of  farm  production,  we  have  a 
very  serious  farm  income  situation.  How 
can  a  Senator  such  as  I,  from  Wisconsin, 
which  is  the  No.  1  alfalfa-producing 
State  in  the  country,  support  a  bill  which, 
as  shown  in  the  Record  of  last  Thursday, 
on  the  basis  of  remarks  of  the  junior 
and  senior  Senators  from  California, 
would  vastly  increase  the  production  of 
alfalfa? 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  going  to  be 
in  competition  with  the  farmers  of  my 
State;  it  is  true  to  some  extent  in  in¬ 
direct  competition,  but  also  in  direct 
competition.  I  would  say  that  for  fruit 
farmers  throughout  the  country  it  would 
have  a  depressing  and  adverse  effect. 

I  believe  that  a  project  such  as  this, 
which  costs  $290  million  in  additional 
Federal  authorization — am  I  correct  in 
that  figure? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  We  have  already 
spent  in  this  Central  Valley  area  ap¬ 
proximately  $630  million.  Another  $230 
million  has  been  authorized  and  prob¬ 
ably  will  be  appropriated. 

The  pending  bill  authorizes  a  further 
$290  million.  There  is  the  prospect  in 
the  offing  of  $190  million  on  top  of  that 
for  distribution  works,  and  appropria¬ 
tions  are  authorized  for  those.  It  looks 
as  though  the  project  will  call  in  the 
aggregate  for  the  expenditure  of  $1,300 
million  of  Federal  money.  Therefore 
there  is  an  enormous  amount  of  Federal 
money  involved. 

I  do  not  blame  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  for  balking  at  this  proposal.  I  al¬ 
most  have  had  to  hold  my  nose  and 
swallow  hard  to  take  in  and  accept  such  a 
project  as  this.  I  did  so  because  I  have 
traveled  through  the  valley.  It  is 
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literally  one  of  the  wonderlands  of  this 
Nation,  lying,  as  it  does,  between  the 
coast  range  and  the  Sierras.  It  may  well 
be  that  at  some  time  in  the  future,  with 
a  teeming  population,  we  shall  need  this 
land.  The  acreage  yields  will  be  very 
high. 

Therefore  I  am  ready  to  waive,  with  a 
great  deal  of  reluctance,  my  own  per¬ 
sonal  doubt,  and  probably  I  am  a  little 
more  ready  to  waive  the  immediate  in¬ 
terests  of  my  State  and  of  our  farmers 
because  we  do  not  produce  much  wheat 
or  alfalfa.  Our  main  crops  are  soybeans 
and  corn.  Therefore  I  do  not  believe  we 
would  be  injured  too  much.  If  we  were 
more  seriously  injured,  perhaps  I  would 
feel  impelled  to  take  a  different  position. 
However,  I  do  not  blame  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  for  opposing  the 
measure. 

As  the  debate  proceeds,  and  the  longer 
the  Senators  from  California  try  to 
protect  the  large  landowners,  there  will 
be  more  Senators  rising  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  to  oppose  any  further  appro¬ 
priation  for  this  valley. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  would  agree  that 
a  project  of  this  kind,  which  might  very 
well  increase  our  national  bounty  and 
the  productivity  of  our  soil,  would  be 
someday  in  the  long-range  national 
interest.  However,  I  believe  it  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  timing.  It  might  be  in  the  na¬ 
tional  interest,  not  in  this  year,  but 
perhaps  in  10  or  15  years  from  now, 
when  we  might  well  have  a  different  sit¬ 
uation,  when  we  might  have  a  shortage. 
There  is  no  foreseeable  shortage  today. 
There  is  an  enormous  overproduction. 
It  would  seem  to  me  that  to  ask  Sena¬ 
tors  to  vote  for  an  authorization  of  $290 
million  of  additional  Federal  funds  in 
order  to  increase  the  production  of  food 
in  the  next  few  years  is  something 
which  in  all  good  conscience  those  of  us 
who  have  any  regard  for  economy,  and 
who  have  any  concern  for  the  income  of 
our  farmers,  would  find  extremely  hard 
to  justify  to  the  people  in  our  States. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  delighted  that 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  has  taken 
his  stand.  From  the  standpoint  of  his 
State  he  is  completely  correct.  He  raises 
more  doubt  in  my  own  mind.  If  he  keeps 
up  much  longer,  I  shall  vote  against  the 
bill  even  with  section  6(a)  eliminated. 
I  hope,  however,  that  we  can  get  a 
democratization  of  the  valley. 

The  Central  Valley,  the  Imperial 
Valley,  and  sections  of  Texas  contain 
the  last  principal  refuges  of  agrarian 
feudalism  in  this  country. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  point  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  would  be  valid 
if  we  were  starting  de  novo  to  bring  in 
new  areas  of  production.  In  other 
words,  California  is  a  great  State.  It 
has  a  population  of  15  million.  There 
will  be  somebody  on  this  land,  and  there 
will  be  some  farming  going  on  there 
whether  it  is  irrigated  or  nonirrigated 
land.  As  a  consequence,  there  will  be 


agricultural  production  from  this  land  in 
any  case. 

At  the  present  time  the  wells  go  down 
from  600  to  2,000  feet.  Necessarily  the 
type  of  production  which  can  be  ob¬ 
tained  from  such  a  service  area  of  some 
500,000  acres  is  a  very  limited  type.  It 
falls  into  categories  which  come  under 
supports.  Whenever  water  is  put  on 
land  the  production  tends  to  move  from 
the  production  of  crops  which  are  sup¬ 
ported  into  other  crops.  Let  us  take 
cotton,  for  example.  We  expect  cotton 
production  to  decrease.  We  expect 
wheat  production  to  decrease.  They 
constitute  two  big  problems  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  subsidized  agriculture.  Two  big 
problems,  in  agriculture,  as  we  all  know, 
are  in  the  field  of  wheat  and  cotton.  We 
expect  the  production  of  those  commod¬ 
ities  to  decrease. 

As  a  consequence,  it  is  not  a  matter  of 
dealing  with  what  we  might  do  de  novo. 
The  areas  are  there.  By  putting  water 
on  the  land  we  can  get  a  smaller  owner¬ 
ship,  as  the  Senator  from  Illinois  wants. 
History  has  shown  that  every  time  water 
is  put  on  land  acreages  owned  by  the  in¬ 
dividual  grow  smaller.  In  addition,  pro¬ 
duction  goes  into  row  crops,  and  various 
other  type  of  production,  instead  of  cot¬ 
ton  and  wheat. 

There  is  no  production  of  com,  pea¬ 
nuts,  or  tobacco  in  those  areas.  Those 
three  crops  are  a  few  of  the  main  staples. 

It  is  true  that  under  thd  projected 
crop  program  in  this  area,  alfalfa  pro¬ 
duction  would  increase.  However,  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  having  a  hard  time  taking  care 
of  its  own  production  in  the  field  of  al¬ 
falfa  and  all  sorts  of  legumes. 

The  tendency  at  the  present  time  is  to 
enable  American  agriculture  to  pivot  into 
areas  which  are  not  subsidized  by  the 
Federal  Treasury,  and  to  withdraw  from 
the  production  of  corn  and  cotton  and 
peanuts  and  tobacco  and  wheat,  and 
into  areas  of  agriculture  where  high  sub¬ 
sidies  are  not  provided.  That  is  what 
this  kind  of  project  will  do.  I  realize 
that  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  has 
been  attending  hearings  dealing  with  the 
wheat  problem,  and  I  know  that  some  of 
our  other  colleagues  have  also. 

The  purpose  is  to  reduce  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  subsidized  crops.  For  instance, 
in  this  area  there  are  some  162,400  acres 
in  grains  of  one  type  or  another,  and,  in 
addition  to  that,  other  types  of  forage 
crops  are  in  production  there.  The  way 
to  reduce  that  production  is  to  get  the 
land  irrigated  and  in  that  way  make  it 
possible  to  grow  row  crops.  In  that  way 
it  would  be  possible  to  support  the  local 
population  through  the  production  of 
such  crops,  and  get  away  from  the  sub¬ 
sidized  crops. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  at  this 
point  so  that  I  may  reply  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  believe  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  makes  the  very  best 
of  a  difficult  case.  What  I  am  concerned 
about  is  the  effect  the  proposed  type  of 
irrigation  will  have  on  commodities 
which  are  not  basic  commodities.  Of 
course,  I  am  concerned  with  dairy  prod¬ 


ucts  also,  because  there  is  a  clear  con¬ 
nection  between  the  production  of  alfalfa 
and  the  production  of  milk. 

I  am  also  concerned  with  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  vegetables.  Wisconsin  is  the  No. 
1  State  with  regard  to  the  production  of 
some  vegetables.  I  am  also  concerned 
with  fruit,  because  we  are  getting  into 
a  situation  where  we  will  have  to  change 
our  basic  farm  program,  and  to  the  point 
where  many  competent  agricultural  eco¬ 
nomists  believe  that  we  should  either 
support  no  farm  commodities  or  all  of 
them. 

If  we  are  to  have  a  vast  expansion  of 
the  production  of  a  number  of  farm  com¬ 
modities  which  are  now  not  supported, 
we  might  very  well  come  into  the  posi¬ 
tion  where  the  production  will  be  such 
that  prices  will  drop  sharply,  and  where 
there  will  be  an  understandable  demand 
for  the  reduction  of  the  production  of 
such  commodities. 

Therefore,  any  proposal  that  we  should 
take  $290  million  out  of  the  Federal 
Treasury  in  order  to  increase  farm  pro¬ 
duction  is  one  for  which  it  is  extremely 
hard  for  any  Senator  to  vote,  even  though 
the  production  is  not  of  those  crops  which 
now  happen  to  be  basic  crops  and  on 
which  production  is  limited. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  would  not  want  the 
Senator  to  think  that  we  are  proposing 
to  increase  production.  What  we  are 
expecting  is  a  change  in  the  nature  of 
the  production.  The  land  will  not  stay 
idle.  It  cannot  stay  idle.  The  owners 
of  the  land  are  going  to  produce  crops. 
The  thing  to  do  is  to  get  the  land  into 
the  kind  of  production  that  is  least 
likely  to  be  subsidized  by  the  Federal 
Government.  We  are  moving  in  that 
direction  with  this  kind  of  project. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Is  it  the  Senator’s 
view  that  the  increase  in  the  irrigation 
of  the  land,  either  of  the  presently  irri¬ 
gated  acres  or  the  acres  which  are  now 
irrigated  every  other  year,  will  not  in¬ 
crease  the  production  of  farm  commodi¬ 
ties? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  believe  it  will  create 
a  greater  income  for  the  area.  It  would 
have  to  do  so,  in  order  to  pay  for  the 
project.  But  I  think  that  in  terms  of 
subsidized  crops,  it  will,  for  all  practical 
purposes,  move  such  crops  out  of  that 
area — that  is,  subsidized  crops  as  we 
know  them  today. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  But  because  there 
is  land  substitution,  and  as  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  melons  and  other  fruits  and 
vegetables  becomes  more  intense,  and 
the  price  drops,  it  seems  to  me  there 
will  be  a  substitution  of  land  for  such 
production,  and  the  land  use  to  pro¬ 
duce  those  commodities  will  be  trans¬ 
ferred  into  the  production  of  other  com¬ 
modities  which  are  in  surplus. 

The  whole  farm  problem  is  so  inter¬ 
twined  and  so  interdependent  that  it 
seems  to  me  that  if  production  is  greatly 
expanded  in  any  field,  it  will  have  serious 
and  substantial  consequences  and  effects 
in  other  fields. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  California  is  having  a 
very  difficult  time  in  retaining  enough 
land  on  which  to  grow  sufficient  food 
to  provide  for  the  people  who  live  im¬ 
mediately  adjacent  to  the  farm  area. 


No.  74- 


12 


7064 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


Orchards  have  been  pulled  out  by  the 
hundreds  of  acres  in  Southern  California 
to  make  way  for  the  building  of  houses. 
The  same  thing  has  happened  in  the 
Santa  Clara  Valley.  Beautiful  prune 
orchards  have  been  pulled  out,  and  the 
land  subdivided  for  building  purposes. 
So  far  as  the  production  of  those  crops 
is  concerned,  California  is  actually  run¬ 
ning  out  of  land. 

That  is  why  I  was  particularly  willing 
to  have  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell]  offer  his  amendment,  which 
provides  that  there  cannot  be  any  in¬ 
crease  in  the  production  of  the  basic 
crops.  Otherwise,  this  kind  of  project 
does  not  make  sense.  That  is  the  way  we 
intend  it. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield,  so  that 
I  may  propound  a  question  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  How  long  will  it  take 
to  build  this  project? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  assume  about  5  years. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  What  has  been  the 
increase  in  population  in  California 
within  the  past  year  or  2  years? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  California  has  been 
gaining  population  at  the  rate  of  almost 
one  congressional  seat  a  year.  After 
the  next  apportionment,  there  will  be 
seven  new  seats.  So  the  population  in¬ 
crease  is  on  the  order  of  500,000  a  year. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Has  there  been  any 
estimate  of  the  population  increase  for 
California  in  the  next  5  years? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  assume  it  will  be  on 
the  order  of  2,500,000.  The  present  pop¬ 
ulation  is  somewhat  in  excess  of  15  mil¬ 
lion,  according  to  the  best  estimate. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  apologize  for  inter¬ 
rupting.  I  was  not  in  the  committee 
when  this  project  came  before  it.  I 
was  not  a  member  of  the  subcommittee. 

Is  the  water  to  be  only  for  irrigated 
lands,  or  is  it  contemplated  that  the 
water  will  be  used  for  the  vast  popula¬ 
tion  coming  into  California?  Will  it  be 
for  domestic  or  metropolitan  use? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  There  is  not  a  large 
amount  of  this  water  which  will  be  used 
for  municipal  and  domestic  purposes. 
The  major  purpose  of  the  Federal  part 
of  the  project  is  to  take  care  of  what  I 
explained  to  the  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  ProxmireI:  transferring  this 
land  from  the  production  of  cotton  and 
wheat,  primarily,  into  the  production  of 
row  crops— vegetables,  melons,  and  the 
like — which  supply  the  local  population. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  It  seems  to  me  that 
it  will  be  a  joint  project. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Yes.  The  State  project, 
incidentally,  which  is  to  supplement  this 
project,  is  almost  entirely  for  municipal 
and  domestic  use. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  congratulate  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  for  putting  his 
finger  on  the  decisive  factor,  that  this 
is  a  joint  project.  It  is  exclusively  Fed¬ 
eral  to  begin  with ;  and  then  it  will  have 
joint  use  facilities  in  the  later  develop¬ 
ments. 

This  is  the  issue:  If  section  6(a)  is 
eliminated,  then  on  the  second  area 
wrhich  is  brought  under  cultivation,  in 
default  of  State  action  there  will  be  no 


acreage  limitation.  The  Federal  pro¬ 
tection  will  be  swept  aside,  and  the  big 
landowners  can  go  rolling  through.  The 
California  Legislature  will  be  the  only 
group  which  can  stop  them. 

Should  we  abondon  Federal  protection 
with  the  hope  that  the  California  Leg¬ 
islature  will  later  act,  particularly  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  Senate  of  the 
California  Legislature  is  grossly  gerry¬ 
mandered? 

I  understand  that  the  Senators  from 
California  winced  last  week  when  I  men¬ 
tioned  the  control  which  Mr.  Arthur 
Samish  exercised  over  the  legislature  in 
the  past.  I  may  say  that  while  there  has 
been  a  big  improvement  in  California  in 
the  election  of  more  Democratic,  liberal, 
and  progressive  State  legislators,  in  view 
of  the  past  record  we  are  not  justified  in 
depending  upon  the  frail  reed  of  State 
action.  What  is  likely  to  happen  is  that 
there  will  be  no  defense,  and  the  big  land- 
owners  will  now  take  over. 

If  the  large  landowners  take  over  in 
the  second  area,  they  will  make  it  very 
difficult  for  the  160-acre  limitation  to  be 
applied  in  the  so-called  Federal  area,  be¬ 
cause  the  Federal  area  will  be  enclosed 
by  a  State  area  in  which  there  are  no 
limitations.  It  will  be  very  difficult  to 
maintain  democracy  inside  the  so-called 
Federal  area  when  it  is  surrounded  by 
feudalism  in  the  exterior  area.  This 
point  was  well  developed  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Neuberger]  in  opening  the  debate  on  this 
subject  last  week. 

But  I  also  call  attention  to  the  fact, 
which  is  illustrated  on  the  first  map  in 
the  rear  of  the  Chamber,  that  Southern 
Pacific  Land  Co.,  in  its  holdings  in  the 
area  designated  as  Federal,  has  a 
checkerboard  pattern.  The  usual  prac-. 
tice  was  followed  in  the  granting  of 
these  lands,  namely,  that  640  acres  was 
granted  to  them  in  alternate  sections, 
east  and  west,  and  then  north  and 
south,  surrounding  the  one  area  which 
was  not  given  to  them.  So  if  we  look 
at  the  map,  we  find  checkerboards  in 
which  the  white  areas,  not  owned  by  the 
Southern  Pacific  Land  Co.,  are  almost 
completely  enclosed  by  red  areas,  which 
are  owned  by  the  Southern  Pacific  Land 
Co. 

The  Southern  Pacific  Land  Co.  has 
explicitly  said  it  does  not  intend  to  sell 
its  land.  It  has  made  that  fact  clear, 
again,  again,  and  again.  The  details 
of  their  statements  have  been  placed  in 
the  Record  several  times. 

The  continued  control  of  the  South¬ 
ern  Pacific  Land  Co.,  the  Boston 
Ranch  Co.,  and  other  companies  within 
the  Federal  service  area,  will  be  rein¬ 
forced  if  they  are  surrounded  by  areas 
in  which  the  160-acre  limitation  does 
not  apply. 

So,  as  a  practical  matter  there  is  every 
likelihood  that  the  big  landowners 
within  the  so-called  Federal  area  may 
be  able  to  hold  out  and  defeat  the  at¬ 
tempts  to  enforce  the  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion  for  their  land,  just  as  they  have 
done  on  Pine  Flats,  where  they  have 
thus  far  forced  the  hand  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  and  compelled  him 
to  give  them  the  water  without  their 
subscribing  to  the  acreage  limitation. 
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In  this  connection,  I  call  attention 
to  the  testimony  of  J.  E.  O’Neill  before 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs,  and  printed  in  the  hear¬ 
ings  from  pages  88  to  96.  Mr.  O’Neill 
is  president  of  Westlands  Water  Dis¬ 
trict,  and  he  testified  to  practically  what 
I  have  stated. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]  asked  him  the  question: 

If  you  took  that  65,000  acres  out — left  it 
out  entirely — would  that  change  the  feasi¬ 
bility? 

I  do  not  know  how  it  could  be  done,  but 
would  that  change  the  feasibility  of  the 
project  somewhat? 

Mr.  O’Neill.  Well,  I  don't  know  how  it 
could  be  done,  especially  on  the  distribution 
system.  Because  they  have  alternate  sec¬ 
tions  within  our  district. 

Senator  Anderson.  Checkerboarded? 

Mr.  O’Neill.  Checkerboard;  yes.  And  they 
make  it  very  difficult  and  very  expensive  to 
the  other  lands  to  bypass  Southern  Pacific 
lands. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  understands,  does  he  not,  that  un¬ 
der  Federal  reclamation  law,  when  a 
project  such  as  this  one  is  authorized  by 
Congress,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
is  required  in  advance  of  construction  to 
enter  into  contracts  with  the  landown¬ 
ers — the  farmers — in  the  area,  so  that 
there  will  be  no  question  about  the  engi¬ 
neering  and  economic  feasibility  of  the 
project?  The  Senator  is  aware  of  that 
requirement  of  the  law,  is  he  not? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  the  theory. 
But  in  practice,  as  the  Senator  from 
California  well  knows,  in  connection 
with  the  Pine  Flats  projects,  local  inter¬ 
ests  demand  that  not  merely  the  reten¬ 
tion  dams,  but  also  the  distribution  sys¬ 
tem  be  constructed  first.  Then  later 
they  say,  “We  will  decide  whether  or  not 
we  want  to  take  the  water  under  the 
terms  of  Federal  law.” 

In  the  case  of  Pine  Flats — and  Isa¬ 
bella  Dam  also,  I  believe — the  big  land- 
owners  said,  “We  do  not  want  the 
water  on  those  terms.”  But  there  the 
distribution  system  was;  and,  as  things 
wound  up,  the  big  landowners  are  get¬ 
ting  the  water,  but  they  have  not  split 
up  the  land  holdings. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  if  my 
friend  were  testifying  in  a  court  of  law, 
that  answer  would  be  stricken  as  not  re¬ 
sponsive.  I  asked  him  whether  he  was 
acquainted  with  the  fact  that  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  construction,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  required  to  enter  into 
contracts  with  the  landowners  of  the 
district,  to  determine  the  feasibility  of 
the  project. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  But  he  did  not  get 
such  contracts  with  the  Pine  Flats 
owners. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Was  it  built  under  the 
Federal  reclamation  law? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  law  applied  to  the  lands  irri¬ 
gated  by  that  project. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Again  my  friend  is  not 
responsive,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Does  Senator  mean 
that  I  do  not  answer  in  the  way  he 
wants  me  to  answer? 
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Mr.  KUCHEL.  No,  Mr.  President;  my 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  is  un¬ 
acquainted  with  the  history  of  my 
State’s  irrigation  projects.  When  he 
refers  to  Pine  Flats,  let  me  tell  him  that 
Pine  Flats  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
reclamation  laws  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Let  me  say  that  I 
should  like  to  have  a  chance  to  insert  in 
the  Record  at  a  later  point  an  opinion 
from  the  Attorney  General  which  holds 
precisely  to  the  Qontrary  of  the  state¬ 
ment  the  Senator  from  California  has 
just  made.  He  has  held  that  reclama¬ 
tion  law  does  apply.  I  ask  unanimous 
'consent  that  that  may  be  done,  Mr. 
President 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
no  objection  at  all.  In  fact,  I  hope  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  do  so,  be¬ 
cause  I  am  acquainted  with,  and  I  have 
read,  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral.  I  mei’ely  wish  to  say  to  my  able 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  that 
there  is  no  relationship,  in  my  opinion, 
between  the  problem  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  discussing  and  the  Pine  Flats 
project.  That  is  my  opinion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  opinion 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows  : 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  January  2, 1959. 
Hon.  Paul  H.  Douglas, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Douglas  :  In  view  of  your  in¬ 
terest  in  these  matters,  I  am  enclosing  a 
copy  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General 
of  the  United  States  dealing  with  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1944  (58  Stat.  887),  particularly  as  it  relates 
to  Pine  Flat  Reservoir,  Kings  River  project, 
and  to  Isabella  Reservoir,  Kern  River  project, 
California. 

As  you  will  note  in  the  opinion,  it  was 
rendered  in  response  to  a  request  by  Secre¬ 
tary  Seaton  and  an  expression  of  interest 
on  the  part  of  the  Department  of  the  Army. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Elmer  F.  Bennett, 

Under  Secretary. 

Office  of  the  Attorney  General, 
Washington,  D.C.,  December  15,  1958. 
The  Honorable  The  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Secretary  :  This  is  in  response 
to  your  request  for  my  opinion  with  respect 
to  a  question  arising  in  the  administration 
of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat. 
887) ,  particularly  as  it  relates  to  the  Isabella 
and  Pine  Flat  Reservoir  projects  constructed 
pursuant  to  section  10  of  the  act  (58  Stat. 
891-892,  901) .  The  Department  of  the  Army 
has  also  expressed  its  interest  in  the  question. 

I  am  advised  that  the  Isabella  Reservoir 
project  is  a  multiple-purpose  dam  and  reser¬ 
voir  for  flood  control,  irrigation  and  related 
purposes  located  on  the  Kern  River  northeast 
of  the  city  of  Bakersfield  in  California.  The 
Pine  Flat  Reservoir  project  is  a  similar  mul¬ 
tiple-purpose  dam  and  reservoir  constructed 
in  California  on  the  Kings  River  east  of  the 
city  of  Fresno.  It  appears  that  all  the  neces¬ 
sary  diversion  works,  canals  and  ditches  for 
irrigation  were  constructed  by  the  land- 
owners  in  each  vicinity  prior  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  either  the  Isabella  or  Pine  Flat  proj¬ 
ect.  However,  in  each  case  space  in  the  dam 
not  immediately  required  for  flood  control 


purposes  can  be  used  for  the  conservation 
storage  of  water.  Water  so  stored  can  be 
released  for  irrigation  purposes  merely  by 
opening  the  outlet  valves  of  the  dam.  While 
no  facilities  in  addition  to  those  presently 
constructed  are  needed  to  serve  the  purposes 
of  irrigation,  the  reservoirs  and  dams  store 
waters  so  that  they  can  be  released  when 
needed  rather  than  being  dissipated  by  natu¬ 
ral  flow  down  the  channels.  Therefore  in 
each  case  the  project  substantially  improves 
the  irrigation  water  supply. 

Section  10  adopts  and  authorizes  “to  be 
prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  War  and  supervision  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers”  specified  “works  of  improve¬ 
ment  for  the  benefit  of  navigation  and  the 
control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and  other 
purposes.”  The  works  specified  include  the 
Isabella  and  Pine  Flat  projects.  Section  8 
of  the  act  (58  Stat.  891,  43  U.S.C.  390)  pro¬ 
vides,  subject  to  conditions  contained  there¬ 
in,  that  when  any  such  works  may  be  utilized 
for  irrigation  purposes,  “the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  is  authorized  to  construct,  operate, 
and  maintain,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  (act  of  June  17, 
1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  acts  amendatory 
thereof  or  supplementary  thereto) ,  such  ad¬ 
ditional  works  in  connection  therewith  as 
he  may  deem  necessary  for  irrigation  pur¬ 
poses.”  The  section  also  provides  that  dams 
and  reservoirs  operated  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  War  may  be  utilized  for 
irrigation  purposes  only  in  conformity  with 
its  provisions. 

The  question  originally  presented  was 
whether  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  responsible  for 
contracting  with  respect  to  the  disposition 
of  irrigation  benefits  from  dams  and  reser¬ 
voirs  constructed  under  the  authority  of  sec¬ 
tion  10  where  such  benefits  may  be  supplied 
without  the  construction  of  additional  irri¬ 
gation  works.  However,  discussion  with 
representatives  of  the  Department  of  the 
Army  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has 
disclosed  that  that  question  is  of  only  inci¬ 
dental  interest.  The  question  of  primary 
concern  does  not  relate  to  which  officer  has 
the  duty  to  contract  on  behalf  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  circumstances,  but  rather 
whether  the  reclamation  laws  apply  to  any 
contract  for  the  disposition  of  irrigation  ben¬ 
efits  which  may  be  negotiated,  irrespective 
of  which  officer  has  that  duty.  This  opinion 
therefore  treats  only  with  that  question. 
The  question  of  contracting  responsibility 
is  discussed  merely  to  the  extent  that  it 
bears  upon  the  applicability  of  the  recla¬ 
mation  laws. 

I  conclude  that  even  though  no  additional 
works  need  be  constructed  to  make  irriga¬ 
tion  benefits  available  from  the  projects  in 
question,  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  re¬ 
quires  that  the  reclamation  laws  apply  to 
any  contract  for  the  disposition  of  irrigation 
benefits  made  available  from  the  Isabella  and 
Pine  Flat  projects.  In  connection  with  this 
conclusion  it  should  be  noted  that  irrigation 
use  is  subject  to  regulation  for  flood  control. 
In  addition,  under  the  reclamation  laws 
rights  to  the  use  or  distribution  of  water 
vested  under  State  laws  are  not  affected.1 * 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  act:  The  question 
here  involved  turns  upon  sections  8  and  10 
of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944.  Section  8 
provides : 

“Sec.  8.  Hereafter,  whenever  the  Secretary 
of  War3  determines,  upon  recommendation 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  any 
dam  and  reservoir  project  operated  under  the 


xSec.  3  of  the  Reclamation  Act  of  1902 

(32  Stat.  390;  43  U.S.C.  383).  See  United, 
States  v.  Gerlach  Live  Stock  Co.,  339  U.S.  725. 

3  The  title  of  the  Secretary  of  War  was 
changed  to  Secretary  of  the  Army  by  sec. 
205(a)  of  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947 
(61  Stat.  495,  501;  5  U.S.C.  181-1  (a)). 


direction  of  the  Secretary  of  War  may  be 
utilized  for  irrigation  purposes,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  (act  of  June 
17,  1902,  32  Stat.  368,  and  acts  amendatory 
thereof  or  supplementary  thereto) ,  such 
additional  works  in  connection  therewith  as 
he  may  deem  necessary  for  irrigation  pur¬ 
poses.  Such  irrigation  works  may  be  under¬ 
taken  only  after  a  report  and  findings  there¬ 
on  have  been  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  as  provided  in  said  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  and  after  subsequent  specific  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  Congress  by  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  act;  and,  within  the  limits  of  the  water 
users’  repayment  ability  such  report  may  be 
predicated  on  the  allocation  to  irrigation  of 
an  appropriate  portion  of  the  cost  of  struc¬ 
tures  and  facilities  used  for  irrigation  and 
other  purposes.  Dams  and  reservoirs  oper¬ 
ated  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 
War  may  be  utilized  hereafter  for  irrigation 
purposes  only  in  conformity  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section,  but  the  foregoing 
requirement,  shall  not  prejudice  lawful  uses 
now  existing:  Provided,  That  this  section 
shall  not  apply  to  any  dams  or  reservoir  here¬ 
tofore  constructed  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
the  Army  Engineers,  which  provides  con¬ 
servation  storage  of  water  for  irrigation 
purposes.” 

Standing  alone,  the  first  two  sentences  of 
the  section  relate  only  to  such  additional 
works  in  connection  therewith  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  may  deem  necessary  for 
irrigation  purposes.  Any  impact  which  sec¬ 
tion  8  may  have  upon  the  question  here  con¬ 
sidered  must,  therefore,  turn  upon  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  first  clause  of  the  third  sentence 
to  the  effect  that  “dams  and  reservoirs  oper¬ 
ated  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 
War  may  be  utilized  hereafter  for  irrigation 
purposes  only  in  conformity  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section. 

It  has  been  urged  that  this  provision  is 
limited  by  the  conditions  of  the  first  two 
sentences  to  situations  in  which  additional 
works  are  required.  If  so,  section  8  would 
not  necessarily  require  that  the  reclamation 
laws  apply  to  situations  such  as  the  instant 
ones  in  which  no  additional  works  are  re¬ 
quired  for  irrigation  purposes. 

In  addition,  it  may  be  contended  that  sec¬ 
tion  10  of  the  act  implies  that  the  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  are  not  intended  to  apply  to  the 
Pine  Flat  and  Isabella  projects.  Section  10 
provides : 

“Sec.  10.  That  the  following  works  of  im¬ 
provement  for  the  benefit  of  navigation  and 
the  control  of  destructive  flood  waters  and 
other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  au¬ 
thorized  in  the  interest  of  the  national  se¬ 
curity  and  with  a  view  toward  providing  an 
adequate  reservoir  of  useful  and  worthy 
public  works  for  the  postwar  construction 
program,  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  War  and  supervision 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  accordance  with 
the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  herein¬ 
after  designated  and  subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  set  forth  therein.” 

The  language  of  section  10  authorizing 
construction  of  the  Isabella  project  is  as 
follows : 

“The  project  for  the  Isabella  Reservoir  on 
the  Kern  River  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  Calif., 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  his  report  dated  January  26, 
1944,  contained  in  House  Document  No.  513, 
78th  Congress,  second  session,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $6,800,000.” 

The  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  the  section  does  not  indicate 
whether  the  reclamation  laws  were  intended 
to  be  applicable  to  the  Isabella  project. 
Rather,  he  appeared  to  recommend  that  the 
whole  question  be  deferred  pending  further 
studies.  His  report  stated: 
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“The  exact  manner  of  use  of  the  storage  for 
irrigation  purposes  will  be  influenced  by  fu¬ 
ture  developments  in  the  area  and  must  take 
cognizance  of  existing  and  future  water 
rights  established  by  State  law  and  of  the 
desires  of  the  local  interests  owning  such 
rights.  Continuing  studies  by  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation,  this  Department,  and  the 
local  organizations  will  establish  the  best 
plan  of  operation  and  appropriate  cost  allo¬ 
cations.  Under  these  conditions  it  is  con¬ 
sidered  appropriate  that  provision  be  made 
for  the  construction  of  the  reservoir  with 
Federal  funds,  and  that  after  completion  and 
when  use  thereof  is  made  conservation  in¬ 
terests  be  required  to  pay  the  United  States 
for  the  beneficial  use  of  the  conservation  ca¬ 
pacity,  either  in  lump  sum  or  annual  in¬ 
stallments’’,  (H.  Doc.  No.  513,  78th  Cong.,  2d 
sess.,  p.  6) . 

The  Chief  of  Engineers  further  stated: 

“Authority  to  construct  should  be  under¬ 
stood  to  include  authority  to  make  modifi¬ 
cations  of  the  plans,  to  construct  the  reser¬ 
voir  at  Federal  cost,  and  to  make  arrange¬ 
ments  for  payment  by  the  State  or  other 
responsibile  agency  to  the  United  States  for 
the  conservation  storage  when  used”  (ibid., 
pp.  6-7). 

In  its  report  on  H.R.  4485,  which  was  en¬ 
acted  as  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944,  House 
Committee  on  Flood  Control  stated  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Isabelle,  or  Kern  River,  project 
that  it  “believes  that  the  interests  of  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  are  fully  safeguarded 
by  the  cooperative  procedures  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  his  report, 
which  recommendations  attain  the  force  of 
law  through  adoption  of  the  report  in  the 
bill”  (H.  Rept.  No.  1309,  78th  Cong.,  2d  sess., 
pp.  40-41 ) . 

The  Pine  Flat  Reservoir  project  was  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  following  language  of  sec¬ 
tion  10: 

"The  project  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  for  the  Kings  River  and  Tulare 
Lake  Basin,  Calif.,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  plans  con¬ 
tained  in  House  Document  No.  630,  76th 
Congress,  3d  session,  with  such  modifications 
thereof  as  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
of  War  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may  be 
advisable  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $19,700,000: 
Provided,  That  the  conditions  of  local  coop¬ 
eration  specified  in  said  document  shall  not 
apply:  Provided  further.  That  the  Secretary 
of  War  shall  make  arrangements  for  pay¬ 
ments  to  the  United  States  by  the  State  or 
other  responsible  agency,  either  in  lump  sum 
or  annual  installments,  for  conservation  stor¬ 
age  when  used:  Provided  further.  That  the 
division  of  costs  between  flood  control,  and 
irrigation  and  other  water  uses  shall  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  of  War  on  the  basis 
of  continuing  studies  by  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation,  the  War  Department,  and  the  local 
organizations.” 

The  Chief  of  Engineers  made  a  somewhat 
more  specific  recommendation  as  to  the  prin¬ 
ciples  to  guide  the  disposition  of  irrigation 
benefits  from  the  Pine  Flat  project  than  he 
had  made  with  respect  to  the  Isabella  proj¬ 
ect.  He  stated: 

“Since  the  flood-control  and  water-conser¬ 
vation  benefits,  estimated  to  accrue  to  the 
project,  are  substantialy  equal,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  first  cost  of  the  reservoir 
should  be  charged  one-half  to  flood  control 
and  one-half  to  water  conservation.  Under 
reclamation  law  the,  $9 ,750,000  chargeable  to 
water  users  would  be  repaid  in  40  equal  an¬ 
nual  payments  without  Interest,  or  at  the 
rate  of  $243,750  annually.  This  sum  would 
carry  the  fixed  charges,  with  interest  rate  of 
3.5  percent  and  amortization  in  40  years  on 
$5,210,000.  I  consider  that  this  sum  would  be 
a  fair  charge  to  local  interests  for  the  con¬ 
servation  features  of  this  multiple-purpose 


project  * 4  *  *”  (H.  Doc.  No.  630,  76th  Cong., 
3d  sess',  pp.  4-5) . 

This  recommendation  is  apparently  what 
was  referred  to  in  the  proviso  to  the  authori¬ 
zation  of  the  project  as  “the  conditions  of 
local  cooperation  specified  in”  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  report  which  “shall  not  apply.” 
Instead,  the  second  proviso  directs  “that  the 
Secretary  of  War  shall  make  arrangements  for 
payment  to  the  United  States  by  the  State  or 
other  responsible  agency  either  in  lump  stun 
or  annual  installments,  for  conservation  stor¬ 
age  when  used.” 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  it  may  be  seen 
that  section  10  expressly  provides  that  the 
Secretary  of  War  shall  make  arrangements 
for  payment  for  conservation  storage  with 
respect  to  the  Pine  Flat  project  and  appears 
to  adopt  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  with  respect  to  the  Isabella 
project  that  authority  to  construct  should 
include  authority  to  make  arrangements  for 
payment  for  conservation  storage.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  in  the  case  of  Pine  Flat  the  section 
appears  to  reject  a  formula  for  repayment 
which  the  Chief  of  Engineers  considered  to 
be  derived  from  “reclamation  law.”  In  the 
case  of  Isabella  the  grant  of  authority  to 
the  Secretary  of  War  contemplates  that  it 
will  be  exercised  in  the  light  of  future 
studies,  but  not  necessarily  in  accordance 
with  the  reclamation  laws. 

From  the  foregoing  it  may  be  seen  that 
the  contention  that  the  reclamation  laws 
were  not  intended  to  apply  to  the  Isabella 
and  Pine  Flat  projects  rests  upon  two 
bases:  First,  that  section  8  does  not  apply 
to  projects  which  do  not  require  additional 
works  in  order  to  make  irrigation  benefits 
available;  and,  second,  that  the  implica¬ 
tion  of  section  10  is  that  the  reclamation 
laws  were  not  intended  to  apply  to  the  two 
projects. 

However,  the  interpretation  of  section  8 
suggested  above  is  subject  to  serious  objec¬ 
tion.  Since  the  first  two  sentences  of  the 
section  already  deal  with  projects  which 
require  additional  works  for  irrigation  use, 
the  view  that  the  whole  section  applies  only 
to  such  projects  would  make  the  third  sen¬ 
tence  redundant.  It  may,  rather,  be  con¬ 
tended  persuasively  that  the  reference  to 
“conformity  with  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion”  is  intended  to  bring  into  play  the  basic 
provision  of  the  first  sentence,  i.e.,  that  the 
irrigation  aspects  of  any  dam  and  reservoir 
otherwise  operated  under  the  direction  of 
the  Secretary  of  War  shall  be  “under  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws  *  *  On  balance  I  would  be  in¬ 
clined  to  accept  this  interpretation.  How¬ 
ever,  any  doubt  as  to  the  meaning  of  sec¬ 
tion  8  and  its  inter-relationship  with  sec¬ 
tion  10  may,  I  believe,  be  resolved  by  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  legislative  history  (United 
States  v.  Local  807  (315  U.S.  521,  528) ;  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  v.  Murphy  (314  U.S.  441) ). 
It  also  seems  appropriate  to  test  any  impli¬ 
cation  which  may  be  drawn  from  section  10 
in  the  light  of  that  history. 

2.  The  legislative  history:  Beginning  in 
1939  there  were  substantial  disputes  relating 
to  the  projected  dams  and  reservoirs  on  the 
Kern  and  Kings  Rivers.5  Those  disputes 
centered  upon  the  interrelated  questions 
whether  these  were  essentially  flood  control 
or  irrigation  projects,  whether  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  or  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
should  construct  them,  and  which  agency 
should  administer  the  reclamation  benefits 
which  the  projects  might  provide.  The  dis¬ 
puted  questions  also  related  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  of  local  cooperation  and  the  applica¬ 
bility  of  the  reclamation  laws,  particularly 


*  See,  e.g.,  hearings  before  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Flood  Control,  77th  Cong ,  1st 
sess.,  on  H.R.  4911. 


the  “160-acre”  4  and  “antispeculative”  6  pro¬ 
visions. 

The  issues  came  to  a  head  in  connection 
with  three  bills  which  were  considered  in  the 
course  of  the  78th  Congress.  These  were 
H.R.  4679,  the  Department  of  Interior  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1945  (act  of  June  28,  1944;  58  Stat. 
463),  H.R.  3961,  the  rivers  and  harbors  bill, 
and  H.R.  4485  which  was  ultimately  en¬ 
acted  as  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944. 

In  connection  with  the  Department  of 
Interior  appropriation  bill,  the  House  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  refused  to  approve 
a  request  for  the  sum  of  $1  million  for  pre¬ 
liminary  work  on  the  construction  of  the 
Kings  River  (Isabella)  project.  It  referred 
to  information  presented  to  it  by  represen¬ 
tatives  from  the  area  and  called  attention 
to  the  fact  that  the  House  Committee  on 
Flood  Control  was  considering  the  project 
as  a  flood  control  project  (H.  Rept.  No.  1395, 
78th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  p.  14).  The  Senate 
Committee  recommended  restoration  of  the 
item  because  of  objections  to  the  repayment 
provisions  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  No.  630,  76th 
Congress,  3d  session,  discussed  above,  and  be¬ 
cause  the  Committee  believed  that  section 
46  of  the  Omnibus  Adjustment  Act  of  1926 
would  not  apply  to  the  project  if  it  were 
constructed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  (S. 
Rept.  No.  899,  78th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  pp.  3-4) . 
The  item  was  again  struck  in  conference  (H. 
Rept.  No.  1678,  78th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  pp.  1, 
14)  and  the  bill  was  enacted  without  that 
provision.  This,  however,  was  obviously 
merely  a  preliminary  skirmish  which  was 
resolved  in  the  light  of  the  fact  that  the 
issue  was  being  considered  in  other  contexts. 

In  connection  with  consideration  of  H.R. 
3961,  the  rivers  and  harbors  bill,  the  House 
adopted  a  section  4  which  would  have  made 
the  excess-land  provisions  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  inapplicable  to  lands 
which  will  receive  a  water  supply  from  the 
Central  Valley  project,  California,  (90  Con¬ 
gressional  Record,  pp.  2765,  2921-2925). 
The  Senate  committee  recommended  elimi¬ 
nation  of  section  4  as  it  passed  the  House 
and  proposed  the  insertion  instead  of  a  pro¬ 
vision  somewhat  similar  to  section  8  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  as  it  was  ultimately 
adopted  (S.  Rept.  No.  903,  78th  Cong.,  2d 
sess.,  pp.  4-5;  90  Congressional  Record,  p. 


4  Sec.  5  of  the  Reclamation  Act  of  1902 

(32  Stat.  389,  43  U.S.C.  431)  provides  in  part 
that  "No  right  to  the  use  of  water  for  land 
in  private  ownership  shall  be  sold  for  a  tract 
exoeeding  160  acres  to  any  1  landowner,  and 
no  such  sale  shall  be  made  to  any  land- 
owner  unless  he  be  an  actual  bona  fide  resi¬ 
dent  on  such  land,  or  occupant  thereof  re¬ 
siding  in  the  neighborhood  of  said  land,  and 
no  such  right  shall  permanently  attach 
until  all  payments  therefor  are  made.” 

6  Section  46  of  the  Omnibus  Adjustment 
Act  of  1926  (44  Stat.  649,  43  U.S.C.  423e) 
provides  in  part  that  contracts  made  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  with  irrigation  dis¬ 
tricts  “*  *  •  shall  further  provide  that  all 
irrigable  land  held  in  private  ownership  by 
any  one  owner  in  excess  of  160  irrigable  acres 
shall  be  appraised  in  a  manner  to  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and 
the  sales  prices  thereof  fixed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  on  the  basis  of  its  actual  bona  fide 
value  at  the  date  of  appraisal  without  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  proposed  construction  of  the 
irrigation  works;  and  that  no  such  excess 
lands  so  held  shall  receive  water  from  any 
project  or  division  if  the  owners  thereof  shall 
refuse  to  execute  valid  recordable  contracts 
for  the  sale  of  such  lands  under  terms  and 
conditions  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  and  at  prices  not  to  exceed  those 
fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.” 
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3676).  However  it  differed  from  section  8  in 
that  it  expressly  made  the  reclamation  laws 
applicable  to  the  irrigation  uses  of  works 
constructed  by  the  Army  pursuant  to  the 
bill  and  did  not  require,  as  does  section  8, 
specific  authorization  by  the  Congress  for 
the  construction  of  additional  irrigation 
works.  During  the  Senate  discussion,  Sena¬ 
tor  Overton,  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Commerce  re¬ 
sponsible  for  both  the  flood  control  and 
rivers  and  harbors  bills,  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  section  4  of  the  latter.bill  to  make 
it  identical  with  section  8  of  the  flood  con¬ 
trol  bill,  indicating  that  the  purpose  of 
the  change  was  to  require  specific  congres¬ 
sional  authorization  for  the  construction  of 
additional  irrigation  works  (90  Congres¬ 
sional  Record,  pp.  8674-8675).  He  stated 
that  the  amendment  met  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
(Ibid.,  8675). 

The  third  sentence  of  the  Overton  amend¬ 
ment  was  further  amended  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  so, as  to  make  it  read  “in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
and”  the  provisions  of  this  section,”  thus,  in 
substance,  reinstituting  the  language  of  the 
original  Senate  committee  amendment. 
Senator  Hatch  who  offered  the  floor 
amendment  stated  “It  merely  emphasizes 
the  first  line,  but  it  makes  no  change.” 
Senator  Overton  stated,  “it  is  wholly  un¬ 
necessary,  but  there  is  no  objection  to  it” 
(Ibid.,  8875) .  As  so  amended  the  bill  passed 
the  Senate  (Ibid.,  9247,  9252) . 

However,  the  conference  report  recom¬ 
mended  inclusion  of  both  the  Senate  and 
House  versions  of  section  4  (H.  Rept.  2070, 
78th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  pp.  1,  7).  Because  of 
Senate  opposition  to  the  House  amendment 
(90  Congressional  Record,  pp.  9193-9500), 
the  rivers  and  harbors  bill  failed  of  passage 
during  that  session  of  Congress.  Early  in 
1945  the  79th  Congress  enacted  a  rivers  and 
harbors  bill  (act  of  March  2,  1945,  53  Stat.  10) 
similar  to  H.R.  3961,  but  eliminating  several 
items  including  the  controversial  section  4. 
See  S.  Rept.  No.  63,  79th  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  pp. 
1-2;  H.  Rept.  No.  63,  79th  Cong.,  1st  sess., 
pp.  1-2;  91  Congressional  Record,  pp.  531- 
532,  1335,  1337.) 

At  the  outset  of  any  discussion  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  history  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1944,  it  must  be  recognized  that  both  the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
wished  the  Isabella  and  Pine  Flat  projects  to 
be  constructed  by  the  Reclamation  Bureau 
and  operated  under  the  reclamation  laws.0 
It  is  similarly,  clear  that  as  enacted  tne  Flood 
Control  Act  vested  construction  authority  in 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  to  that  extent 
failed  to  adopt  the  recommendations  of  the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
This  conclusion  does  not,  however,  dispose 
of  the  question  whether  the  act  intended  the 
reclamation  laws  to  apply  to  the  irrigation 
aspects  of  the  projects,  as  to  which  the  his¬ 
tory  of  section  8  and  the  various  forms  which 
it  took  is  enlightening. 

As  introduced  and  as  originally  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  House  Committee  on  Flood 
Control,  section  6  (which  was  later  enacted 
as  section  8)  of  H.R.  4485  provided: 

“Hereafter,  whenever  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Secretary  of  War  and  the  Chief  of  En- 


6  See  Letters  from  President  Franklin  D. 
Roosevelt  to  Hon.  William  M.  Whittington, 
chairman,  House  Committee  on  Flood  Con¬ 
trol,  dated  May  5,  1941,  and  February  7, 
1944.  Hearings  before  the  Committee  on 
Flood  Control,. House  of  Representatives,  78th 
Cong.,  2d  sess.,  on  H.R.  4485,  pp.  615-617. 
See  also  letter  from  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
Ickes  to  Senator  Josiah  W.  Bailey,  chairman. 
Senate  Committee  on  Commerce.  ^Hearings 
before  a  subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Commerce,  78th  Cong.,  2d  sess., 
on  H.R.  4485,  pp.  310-314. 


gineers  any  dam  and  reservoir  project  oper¬ 
ated  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 
War  can  be  consistently  used  for  reclamation 
of  arid  lands,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  prescribe  regula¬ 
tions  for  the  use  of  the  storage  available  for 
such  purpose,  and  the  operation  of  any  such 
project  shall  be  in  accordance  with  such 
regulations.  Such  rates,  as  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  may  deem  reasonable,  shall  be 
charged  for  the  use  of  said  stored  water; 
the  moneys  received  to  be  deposited  into  the 
Treasury  to  the  credit  of  miscellaneous 
receipts.” 

Describing  this  provision  the  House  com¬ 
mittee  stated: 

“The  construction  of  multiple -purpose 
reservoirs  is  in  the  public  interest.  Sound 
public  policy  requires  not  only  that  flood- 
control  storage  be  under  the  supervision  of 
the  Secretary  of  War  and  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  but  also  that  storage  for  the  recla¬ 
mation  of  arid  lands  be  under  the  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

“The  committee  recognizes  that  good  ad¬ 
ministration  demands  that  projects  be  built 
by  the  agency  having  the  dominant  interest 
with  suitable  provisions  for  safeguarding  the 
interests  of  other  agencies.  Accordingly,  the 
bill  provides  that  whenever  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Secretary  of  War  and  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  any  dam  and  reservoir  project 
operated  under  the  direction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  War  can  be  consistently  used  for 
reclamation  of  arid  lands,  it  shall  be  the  duty 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  prescribe 
regulations  for  the  use  of  the  storage  avail¬ 
able  for  such  purposes,  and  the  operation  of 
any  such  project  shall  be  in  accordance  with 
such  regulation.  Such  amounts  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  may  deem  reasonable 
shall  be  charged  for  the  use  of  such  stored 
water;  the  moneys  received  to  be  deposited 
into  the  Treasury  to  the  credit  of  miscel¬ 
laneous  receipts”  (H.  Rept.  No.  1309,  78th 
Cong.,  2d  sess.,  p.  8) . 

Thus  at  this  point  in  the  legislative  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  bill,  section  10  provided  that 
the  Secretary  of  War  would  make  arrange¬ 
ments  for  the  payment  of  conservation  stor¬ 
age  of  water  with  respect  to  the  Isabella  and 
Pine  Flat  projects  and  section  6,  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee,  would  merely 
have  authorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  to  prescribe  regulations  for  such  use  of 
the  stored  water.  The  Secretary  of  War  was 
to  be  guided  in  the  exercise  of  his  authority 
by  the  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior.  JBowever,  the  bill  was  silent 
as  to  whether  those  regulations  were  to  con¬ 
stitute  an  application  of  the  reclamation 
laws,  were  to  be  issued  without  regard  to 
those  laws,  or  whether  their  applicability 
was  to  be  left  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior’s  discretion. 

The  further  history  of  the  bill  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  throws  light 
on  these  questions.  Chairman  Whittington 
proposed  three  amendments  which  were 
adopted  by  the  House  and  which  empha¬ 
sized  the  applicability  of  the  reclamation 
laws  (90  Congressional  Record  4204).  The 
first  amendment  was  to  replace  the  phrase 
“stored  water”  in  section  6  with  the  word 
“storage.”  Mr.  Whittington’s  explanation 
of  the  amendment  was  as  follows : 

“The  section  under  consideration  provides 
that  where  there  is  water  for  reclamation  of 
arid  lands  in  any  reservoir  and  provision 
therefor  that  the  distribution,  of  the  water 
shall  be  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the 
Director  of  Reclamation  will  handle  the  dis¬ 
tribution;  there  was  a  criticism  that  this 
language,  which  is  substantially  the  reclama¬ 
tion  law,  undertook  to  change  existing  law 
and  required  the  beneficiaries  of  reclama¬ 
tion  to  pay  for  water.  This  language  in 
here  is  the  language  of  the  Reclamation  Act 
and  they  pay  only  for  storage." 

The  second  amendment  was  to  insert  the 
words  “Under  existing  reclamation  law”  after 
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the  authority  conferred  upon  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  by  section  6  to  prescribe  regu¬ 
lations  for  the  use  of  storage.  He  explained 
this  amendment  as  follows ; 

“It  was  asserted  that  where  provision  was 
made  in  a  reservoir  where  there  was  water 
for  reclamation  that  the  Commissioner  of 
Reclamation  should  have  the  power  to  pre¬ 
scribe  regulations  ad  libitum  without  regard 
to  existing  law.  This  is  merely  a  perfecting 
amendment.  This  amendment  provides  that 
these  regulations  shall  be  under  existing 
reclamation  law.  It  is  a  perfecting  amend¬ 
ment.” 

Finally,  Mr.  Whittington  proposed  a  pro¬ 
viso  similar  to  that  which .  was  ultimately 
enacted  as  part  of  section  8  to  the  effect 
“That  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  any 
dam  or  reservoir  heretofore  constructed 
which  supplements  any  existing  locally  op¬ 
erated  irrigation  district.”  This  amendment 
was  explained  as  follows: 

“At  one  or  two  reservoirs  at  least  provision 
is  made  for  the  water  for  lands  that  are  not 
presently  under  the  Director  of  Reclamation 
in  districts  where  the  local  interests  have 
constructed  their  own  canals  and  their  own 
distribution  system.  The  purpose  of  this 
amendment  is  to  limit  the  provisions  of  this 
act  so  that  they  shall  not  apply  to  districts 
with  canals  and  distribution  facilities  that 
have  already  been  paid  for  and  constructed 
by  local  interests.” 

While  Mr.  Whittington  did  not  emphasize 
the  limitation,  it  is  significant  that  the  pro¬ 
viso  was  limited  to  dams  or  reservoirs  “here¬ 
tofore  constructed,”  since  the  Isabella  and 
Pine  Flat  projects  were  at  this  time  merely 
proposals. 

The  changes  made  in  section  6  as  it  passed 
the  House  provided  strong  support  for  the 
view  that  the  reclamation  laws  were  intended 
to  apply  to  the  irrigation  uses  of  any  proj¬ 
ect  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act, 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  took  that 
position  in  his  letter  of  June  2,  1944,  to 
Senator  Bailey.  He  stated : 

“I  regard  section  6  of  the  bill  as  intended 
to  provide  for  the  application  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  to  projects  having  irriga- 
tioii  possibilities.  *  *  *  However,  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  are  not  entirely  apt  in 
their  relation  to  the  various  technical  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws.  For 
this  reason,  I  would  much  prefer  to  have  the 
section  read  substantially  in  accord  with  the 
following  proposed  amendment.”  7 

He  thereupon  proposed  a  substitute  sec¬ 
tion,  the  first  and  third  sentences  of  which 
were  substantially  similar  to  section  8  as 
it  was  ultimately  enacted.  It  differed  from 
that  section  primarily  in  that  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  did  not  require  specific  congression¬ 
al  authorization  for  the  construction  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  additional  irri¬ 
gation  works.  The  Senate  Committee  there¬ 
after  recommended  that  section  6,  now  to 
be  numbered  section  8  because  of  other  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  amendments,  be  amended 
substantially  as  proposed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior.  However,  the  committee  in¬ 
serted  in  the  second  sentence  the  require¬ 
ment  of  subsequent  congressional  authori¬ 
zation  for  any  additional  works  constructed 
by  the  Secretary  and  incorporated  a  proviso 
similar  to  that  proposed  by  Congressman 
Whittington  relating  to  works  “heretofore 
constructed.”  The  committee  stated: 

“During  the  hearings  and  also  by  letter 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  expressed  to  the 
committee  his  views  with  regard  to  the  utili¬ 
zation  of  multiple  purpose  projects  under  the 
control  of  the  War  Department  where  irri¬ 
gation  may  be  involved  and  he  expressed  the 
view  that  the  language  of  H.R.  4485,  if  modi¬ 
fied,  would  provide  for  more  effective  admin- 


7  Hearings  before  a  subcommittee  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Commerce,  78th  Cong., 
2d  sess.,  on  H.R.  4485,  p.  313. 
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istration  In  relation  to  the  various  techni¬ 
cal  features  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws. 
The  committee  therefore  recommends  the 
adoption  of  amendment  No.  10  which  is  gen¬ 
erally  in  accord  with  existing  law  and  the 
expressed  views  of  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior”  (S.  Rept.  No.  1030,  78th  Cong.,  2d 
sess.,  p.  4) . 

This  was  the  form  in  which  the  bill  was 
finally  enacted. 

During  the  course  of  the  debate  in  the 
Senate,  Senator  O’Mahoney,  together  with 
certain  other  Senators,  proposed  a  number 
of  amendments  to  the  bill.  Included  among 
them  was  a  new  section  6  which  would  have 
expressly  conferred  upon  the  Secretary  of 
War  authority  "to  contract  for  water  stor¬ 
age  for  any  beneficial  uses  or  purposes.” 
Senator  O’Mahoney  described  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  be  "intended  as  an  authorization 
to  the  Secretary  of  War  to  make  contracts 
for  use  of  surplus  water  stored  in  dams 
which  would  be  constructed  solely  by  the 
Army  Engineers,”  and  stated  that  irrigation 
uses  were  among  those  as  to  which  this 
amendment  would  confer  contractual  au¬ 
thority  upon  the  Secretary  of  War  (90  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  8548 ) .  Another  proposal 
included  among  Senator  O ’Mahoney’s 
amendments  was  a  revision  of  section  8  to 
read  substantially  in  its  present  form  but 
which  would  have  expressly  provided  that 
the  section  “shall  not  apply  to  any  dam  or 
reservoir  heretofore  or  hereafter  constructed 
which  supplements  any  existing  locally  op¬ 
erated  irrigation  system  or  othr  locally  op¬ 
erated  water  facilities”  (ibid.,  8850). 

Senator  Millikan,  a  cosponsor  of  the 
amendment,  explained  that  the  two  pro¬ 
posals  had  "the  combined  purpose  of  not 
subjecting  all  of  the  detail  of  the  reclama¬ 
tion  law  to  projects  where  the  Army  Engi¬ 
neers  have  a  reservoir  in  the  middle  of  an 
existing  privately  owned  irrigation  system; 
are  in  independent  position  to  take  the 
water  and  therefore  should  not  be  required 
to  go  through  all  of  the  incidents  of  a  rec¬ 
lamation  project  started  from  grass  roots” 
(ibid.,  8549). 

In  a  letter  to  Senator  Hill  dated  Novem¬ 
ber  29,  1944,  Secretary  Ickes  objected  strenu¬ 
ously  to  both  proposals  on  the  grounds  that 
they  would  disregard  the  reclamation  laws 
while  placing  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  the 
Irrigation  field.  (Ibid.,  8545-8546.)  Instead 
of  being  acted  upon,  the  amendments  were 
referred  to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Irriga¬ 
tion  and  Reclamation.  (Ibid.,  8550.) 

During  the  course  of  the  debate.  Senator 
Murray  introduced  an  amendment  to  delete 
the  projects  on  the  Kings  and  Kern  Rivers 
from  the  bill  (ibid.,  8622-8623)  and  to  mod¬ 
ify  section  8  so  that  the  third  sentence  would 
provide  that: 

“Dam  [sic]  and  works  authorized  by  this 
act  may  be  utilized  for  irrigation  purposes 
only  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of 
said  Federal  reclamation  laws  and  this  para¬ 
graph.”  (Ibid.,  8618.) 

In  opposing  the  Murray  amendments.  Sen¬ 
ator  Overton  stated: 


The  able  junior  Senator  from  Montan 
has  made  considerable  comment  in  referenc 
to  the  Sacramento  and  San  Joaquin  River 
and  the  Central  Valley,  in  California.  Th 
principle  to  which  I  have  just  referred  wa 
carried  out  in  respect  to  the  projects  con 
tamed  in  the  bill  which  were  authorized  fo 
those  streams.  The  testimony  shows,  I  thinl 
rather  conclusively,  that  the  projects  hereii 
authorized  to  be  constructed  by  the  Arm' 
engineers  are  ones  in  which  flood  contro 
predominates  over  irrigation.  Of  course  thi 
Senate  will  understand  that,  Insofar  as  lrrl 
gation  is  concerned,  all  surplus  water  whicl 
can  be  used  for  Irrigation  is  turned  over  t< 
the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  th. 


method  of  Irrigation  and  the  operation  of 
the  irrigation  works  are  under  the  control 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior”  (ibid., 
8625). 

*  •  •  •  • 


‘‘Mr.  President,  the  Assistant  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  as  well  as  all  the  engineers  who  ap¬ 
peared  before  our  committee,  stated  that 
they  had  absolutely  no  objection  whatsoever 
to  the  irrigation  and  power  amendments 
which  were  suggested  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior.  They  were  similar  to  those 
suggested  by  the  Senator  from  Montana, 
and  were  subsequently  incorporated  in  the 
pending  bill.  The  engineers  stated  that 
they  were  perfectly  willing  to  turn  over  to 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  control  of 
tho  power  generated  for  distribution,  and 
were  perfectly  willing  to  turn  over  to  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  the  distribution  of 
all  surplus  water  held  back  by  the  dams 
constructed  by  them,  the  distribution  of 
which  would  come  under  the  reclamation 
law,  or  would  follow  whatever  method  Con¬ 
gress  might  determine  upon”  (ibid.,  8626). 

The  amendments  were  rejected  (id.). 

After  the  passage  of  H.R.  4485  by  the 
Senate,  including  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  of  section  8  (ibid.,  8668),  the  bill  went 
to  conference.  The  House  conferees  agreed 
to  the  Senate  amendment  (H.  Rept.  No. 
2051,  78th  Cong,,  2d  sess.,  p.  2),  and  the 
statement  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  describes  the  amendment  as 
follows : 

“This  amendment  of  the  Senate  replaces 
section  6  of  the  House  approved  bill  with 
certain  modified  language  substantially  as 
requested  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  constitutes  section  8  of  the  Senate  ap¬ 
proved  bill.  The  Senate  language  will  pro¬ 
vide  for  more  effective  administration  in 
relation  to  the  various  technical  features 
of  the  Federal  reclamation  law.  It  estab¬ 
lishes  a  procedure  for  the  utilization  of 
multiple -purpose  projects  for  irrigation  pur¬ 
poses  when  the  Secretary  of  War  determines 
upon  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  that  a  project  operated  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  War  may 
be  utilized  for  irrigation  purposes”  (ibid, 
P-  7). 

When  the  bill  returned  from  conference 
the  following  colloquy  took  place  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate : 

“Mr.  Hill.  There  still  seems  to  be  confu¬ 
sion  on  the  part  of  some  Senators  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  application  of  reclamation  laws 
in  regard  to  some  of  these  projects. 

“I  heard  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  when  the  bill  was  under  con¬ 
sideration,  and  I  think  he  made  it  very  clear. 
However,  I  wish  to  ask  this  question:  Is  it 
not  a  fact  that  section  8  of  this  bill,  as 
agreed  to  in  conference,  makes  some  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  applicable  to  the  handling  of  ir¬ 
rigation  water  of  any  of  the  projects,  in¬ 
cluding  California  projects,  where  it  is  found 
that  irrigation  may  be  carried  out?  I  ask 
the  Senator  in  charge  of  the  bill  whether 
it  is  not  a  fact  that  the  President  wanted 
the  California  projects  in  this  bill  construct¬ 
ed  under  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  so  that 
the  water  policies  would  conform  to  reclama¬ 
tion  laws? 


"Mr.  Overton.  The  Senator  is  correct  with 
respect  to  the  projects  in  the  so-called  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  of  California.  The  President 
wrote  me  and  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  in  this  regard.  However,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  Senate  amendment  made 
not  only  the  California  projects  but  all  such 
projects  subject  to  Irrigation  laws,  and  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  House  concurred  in 
this  action  by  agreeing  to  section  8  of  the 
Senate  biU  1  am  sure  that  the  President 
will  feel  that  we  have  met  the  problem  that 


he  raised.  Section  8  of  the  bill  clearly  places 
reclamation  uses  of  water  from  these  projects 
under  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  un¬ 
der  the  applicable  reclamation  laws.  No 
project  in  this  bill  which  may  include  irriga¬ 
tion  features  is  exempted  from  the  reclama¬ 
tion  laws. 

“Mr.  Hill.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

"Mr.  Overton.  The  Senate  amendment 
made  not  only  the  California  projects,  but 
all  such  projects  subject  to  the  irrigation 
law.  In  view  of  the  fact  the  House  concurred 
in  that  action  by  agreeing  to  section  8  of  the 
bill,  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
will  feel  that  we  have  met  the  question 
which  he  has  raised.  As  I  stated  a  while  ago, 
section  8  of  the  bill  clearly  places  reclamation 
uses  of  waters  from  all  projects  authorized 
in  this  bill  under  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  and  under  the  applicable  reclamation 
laws”  (90  Congressional  Record  9264) . 

The  foregoing  discussion  of  the  legislative 
history  of  the  bill  clearly  indicates  that 
while  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  were  unsuccessful  in  their  efforts 
to  have  the  projects  here  discussed  con¬ 
structed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  they 
were  able  to  impress  upon  the  Congress  their 
views  that  the  irrigation  uses  of  any  waters 
made  available  by  these  projects  should  be 
made  subject  to  the  reclamation  laws.  This 
also  appears  to  have  been  the  view  expressed 
by  the  chairman  of  the  House  committee 
which  considered  the  matter  when  he  ex¬ 
plained  his  amendments.  The  change  in 
the  language  of  section  8  made  by  the 
Senate  committee  was  apparently  intended 
to  dissipate  any  ambiguities  which  might 
exist  in  this  regard.  While  more  apt  lan¬ 
guage  could  have  been  used  for  this  pur¬ 
pose,  and  indeed  some  was  suggested,  the 
intent  is  clear.  Certainly  this  view  of  the 
bill  was  emphasized  by  Senator  Overton  in 
the  course  of  the  debate  on  the  flood  con¬ 
trol  bill. 

It  is  significant  that  both  Senator  Over- 
ton  and  Senator  Hatch  regarded  the  latter’s 
amendment  to  section  4  of  the  rivers  and 
harbors  bill  so  as  to  make  the  third  sentence 
refer  expressly  to  the  reclamation  laws  as 
merely  a  matter  of  emphasis  which  made  no 
change  in  substnace.  The  discussion  of  the 
Murray  amendments  to  the  flood  control  bill 
were  to  the  same  effect. 

The  interpretation  of  section  8  as  being 
intended  to  make  the  reclamation  laws  ap- 
plicable  to  the  projects  here  considered  is 
also  reinforced  by  the  discussion  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  of  the  O’Mahoney  amendments.  It  will 
be  recalled  that  these  amendments  had  as 
one  of  their  puposes  exemption  from  the 
reclamation  laws  of  projects  in  areas  where 
private  irrigation  systems  already  existed. 
At  no  point  in  the  discussion  of  those 
amendments  was  it  ever  suggested  that  this 
proposal  was  in  fact  incorporated  in  the 
bill,  and  the  subsequent  statements  of  Sen¬ 
ator  Overton,  made  in  the  course  of  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  Murray  amendments,  are 
clearly  to  the  contrary. 

As  suggested  earlier,  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  10  conferring  authority  upon  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  War  to  make  arrangements  for  pay¬ 
ment  for  conservation  storage  with  respect  to 
Pine  Plats  and  Isabella  can  be  contended  to 
carry  the  implication  that  the  reclamation 
laws  are  not  to  apply  to  irrigation  benefits 
provided  by  those  projects.  However,  this  is 
at  best  an  implication,  and  the  section  does 
not  expressly  preclude  the  application  of  the 
reclamation  laws.  On  the  other  hand,  sec¬ 
tion  8,  read  in  the  light  of  its  legislative 
history,  appears  to  me  to  require  their  ap¬ 
plication.  It  has  been  stated  that  "In 
construing  any  statute  the  legislative  intent. 

If  it  can  be  ascertained,  must  control;  and  in 
arriving  at  the  legislative  Intent  the  entire 
statute,  its  form,  its  several  parts,  its  pur- 
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poses,  its  relation  to  other  statutes,  and  the 
effect  of  construing  it  one  way  or  another, 
must  be  considered”  (39  Op.  Atty.  Gen.  42,  44 
(1937)).  Indeed,  these  principles  were  ap¬ 
plied  by  my  immediate  predecessor  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  construction  of  another  section 
of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  (  41  Op.  Atty. 
Gen.  No.  36,  p.  9  (July  15.  1955)).  To  the 
same  effect,  the  Supreme  Court  has  said : 

“In  the  interpretation  of  statutes,  the 
function  of  the  courts  is  easily  stated.  It  is 
to  construe  the  language  so  as  to  give  effect 
to  the  intent  of  Congress.  There  is  no  in¬ 
variable  rule  for  the  discovery  of  that  inten¬ 
tion.”  United  States  v.  American  Trucking 
Associations,  310  U.S.  534,  542. 

The  legislative  history  of  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1944  and  its  structure  impel  me 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  8,  Interpreted  as  suggested  above,  rather 
than  whatever  may  be  implied  from  the 
terms  of  section  10  should  determine 
whether  the  reclamation  laws  should  apply 
to  irrigation  benefits  made  available  by  the 
Isabella  and  Pine  Flat  projects.  In  reach¬ 
ing  this  conclusion,  I  am  impressed  by  the 
fact  that  section  10  is  basically  an  enumer¬ 
ation  of  over  90  projects  which  are  author¬ 
ized  by  the  act.  The  dispute  over  whether 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  or  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  was  to  construct  the  projects  here 
involved  was  resolved  by  their  inclusion  in 
section  10.  After  that  issue  was  resolved, 
the  question  of  the  applicability  of  the  rec¬ 
lamation  laws  was  largely  discussed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  section  8  as  it  evolved.  The 
expression  of  intention  that  the  reclamation 
laws  apply  to  projects  such  as  are  here  in¬ 
volved  appears  too  strongly  in  the  legisla¬ 
tive  history  of  section  8  to  permit  its  frus¬ 
tration  by  virtue  of  any  implication  which 
might  be  drawn  from  section  10. 

For  these  reasons,  I  conclude  that  section 
8  makes  the  reclamation  laws  applicable  to 
contracts  for  the  disposition  9f  irrigation 
benefits  from  dams  and  reservoirs  con¬ 
structed  under  the  authority  of  section  10, 
even  if  no  additional  works  are  required  to 
be  constructed  in  order  to  make  such  irriga¬ 
tion  benefits  available. 

Sincerely, 

William  P.  Rogers, 

Attorney  General. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  what 
I  am  trying  to  show  is  that  in  view  of 
the  large  land  holdings  of  the  Southern 
Pacific  Land  Co.,  arranged,  as  those 
holdings  are,  in  a  checkerboard  pattern, 
if  it  refuses  to  come  in,  it  will  be  able  to 
shut  oif  water  from  the  lands  enclosed 
within  those  rectangles ;  even  if  the  dis¬ 
tribution  system  crossed  their  lands  it 
is  doubtful  if  it  would  be  feasible  to 
serve  the  other  lands  alone;  and  the 
position  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Land 
Co.  resisting  sale  of  their  excess  lands, 
would  be  further  strengthened  if  in  the 
area  outside  of  the  admittedly  Federal 
Project  there  were  to  be  no  limitations 
whatsoever  upon  land  ownership.  Since 
the  two  areas  will  be  served  by  water 
either  wholly  or  partially  distributed  by 
Federal  projects,  and  made  possible  by 
Federal  projects,  we  should  not  waive 
Federal  reclamation  law  in  the  illusory 
hope  that  if  we  do  so,  the  State  would 
impose  an  adequate  substitute  for  the 
Federal  reclamation  law. 

The  other  day  I  used  the  analogy  of 
the  defensive  tactics  of  a  football  team. 
A  linesman  would  be  very  poor,  indeed, 
if  he  did  not  try  to  stop  the  opposing 
team  at  the  line,  and  if  he  let  the  oppos¬ 
ing  backs  go  through  the  line,  and  hoped 
that  the  defensive  backfield  men  would 
do  all  of  the  tackling.  Yet  that  is  pre¬ 


cisely  what  the  Senators  from  California 
are  asking  us  to  do.  They  are  asking  us 
to  waive  the  restrictions  of  the  Federal 
law  in  the  possibility  or  in  the  hope  that 
the  backfield — in  this  case,  the  California 
Legislature — will  come  forward  with  ade¬ 
quate  protection. 

We  say  there  is  a  great  difference  be¬ 
tween  hope  and  reality.  Many  Gover¬ 
nors  propose  programs  to  legislatures  but 
the  programs  are  not  always  put  into 
effect.  I  have  no  doubt  that  Governor 
Brown  intends  to  propose  a  program  of 
land  limitation,  although  bills  to  that 
effect  have  not  yet  been  introduced,  ap¬ 
parently.  But  it  is  one  thing  for  the 
Governor  to  propose  such  a  program,  and 
it  is  quite  another  thing  for  California  to 
enact  such  a  law.  Until  California  comes 
forward  with  a  law  at  least  as  good  as 
the  Federal  law,  I  do  not  believe  we 
should  give  up  the  protection  the  Fed¬ 
eral  law  affords. 

Mr.  President,  this  matter  is  a  very 
serious  one.  The  farm  policy  of  our 
country  has  been  based  upon  the  idea 
that  ownership  should  be  widely  dis¬ 
tributed,  that  there  should  be  family- 
size  farms,  that  we  should  not  have  the 
agrarian  conditions  of  Eastern  Europe, 
where  there  are  a  few  landowners  and 
many  farm  laborers. 

That  was  the  economic  basis  of  feu¬ 
dalism  in  East  Germany.  It  is  the  eco¬ 
nomic  basis  for  feudalism  in  Sicily  and 
the  Valley  of  the  Po  in  Italy,  today.  It 
was  the  economic  basis  in  Hungary  and 
in  Poland. 

Wherever  there  is  that  condition,  there 
is  an  unhappy  peasantry,  and  an  un¬ 
stable  economic  and  political  situation 
which  ultimately  results  in  political  con¬ 
vulsions. 

Fortunately,  our  Government,  in  the 
Homestead  Act,  adopted  a  different  pol¬ 
icy.  Fortunately,  the  climate  of  the 
Northern  States  caused  the  lands  in  that 
area  to  be  adjusted  to  small  farms.  The 
areas  where  the  huge  estates  were  main¬ 
tained  were  the  slave  States  of  the 
South  and  the  areas  we  took  from  Mex¬ 
ico,  where  Spanish  and  Mexican  law  had 
prevailed,  and  where  huge  estates  had 
been  built  up.  That  was  the  condition 
of  Texas  and  of  what  is  now  New  Mex¬ 
ico  and  of  California  and  perhaps  of 
sections  of  what  is  now  Arizona. 

The  question  is  one  of  basic  values: 
Do  we  want  California  and  the  great 
Central  Valley,  which  some  day  will  be 
opened  up,  to  be  on  the  basis  of  small 
farms,  where  the  owner  farms  the  land; 
or  do  we  want  it  to  be  on  the  basis  of 
huge  estates? 

As  I  think  I  mentioned  in  the  debate 
on  this  bill  last  year,  I  have  visited  this 
area  and  I  have  seen  both  types  of  set¬ 
tlements. 

I  visited  one  town  on  the  west  side  of 
the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  where  the  land 
was  distributed  in  relatively  small  fruit 
farms  or  fruit  ranches.  The  homes  were 
American  homes.  There  were  tele¬ 
phones,  running  water,  electricity,  tele¬ 
vision  sets.  There  was  a  good  high 
school  in  the  community.  The  com¬ 
munity  itself  looked  like  the  towns  of 
the  Middle  West  or  of  New  England.  It 
was  what  I  like  to  think  of  as  an  Amer¬ 
ican  community. 


Then  I  visited  a  town  on  the  east  side 
of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  where  the 
land  around  the  town  was  held  almost 
entirely  by  one  company.  The  people 
who  lived  in  that  community  were  al¬ 
most  entirely  Mexican-Americans  who 
were  day  laborers.  They  lived  in  miser¬ 
able  houses.  The  streets  were  not 
paved.  The  houses  could  perhaps  best 
be  described  as  hovels.  The  town  itself 
was  run  down.  It  consisted  of  only  a 
few  stores.  One  of  them  was  a  tavern. 
In  another  one,  rude  clothing  was  sold — 
the  overalls  which  in  California  are 
called,  I  believe,  levis,  and  rough  shirts. 
There  was  also  a  general  store  where 
the  cheapest  articles  were  offered  for 
sale.  I  did  not  have  time,  because  it 
was  dusk,  to  ascertain  how  many  doc¬ 
tors  were  around  there,  but  I  can  hazard 
a  guess  that  not  many  were  there. 

Some  years  ago  articles  were  written 
about  two  of  these  communities,  after 
a  thorough  study,  by  economists  con¬ 
nected  with  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture;  and  I  believe  that  study  so  ag¬ 
gravated  the  big  landowners  of  the 
area  that  they  then  closed  down  on 
the  unit  inside  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  which  made  the  study,  in  order 
to  prevent  similar  comparisons  from 
getting  to  the  American  people. 

Now,  that  is  the  issue.  The  issue  is 
which  type  of  community  we  want  in 
the  area  we  are  considering.  It  is  an 
issue  as  to  whether  we  want  to  pay  huge 
subsidies  for  the  benefit  of  a  relatively 
restricted  few,  or  whether  we  want  to 
use  the  money  which  we  appropriate 
for  reclamation,  in  an  effort  to  build 
up  a  greater  degree  of  democracy  in  the 
valley. 

This  is  an  issue,  Mr.  President,  which 
has  divided  the  politics  of  California  for 
a  long  time.  I  pay  tribute  to  the  humble 
men  and  women  who  have  fought  for  the 
principle  of  democracy  in  the  valley,  at 
great  personal  cost  to  themselves;  to 
those  who  have  fought  for  the  160-acre 
limitation,  at  the  price  of  being  black¬ 
listed  from  their  jobs  and  driven  from 
their  communities  by  the  large  land- 
owners.  I  pay  tribute  to  the  few  politi¬ 
cians  who  have  taken  up  the  cause  of  the 
small  landowner,  and  especially  former 
Representative  Helen  Gahagan  Douglas, 
who  was  crucified  in  the  campaign  of 
1950  because,  among  other  reasons,  she 
stood  for  this  principle. 

Many  people  have  died  by  the  roadside, 
politically  and  otherwise,  in  contending 
for  the  principle.  They  contended  for 
something  which  they  thought  was  pre¬ 
cious  and  divine,  but  the  juggernaut  of 
the  large  landowners  has  gone  over  them. 
Now  we  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  are 
to  see  whether  the  blood  of  the  martyrs 
is  to  be  the  seed  of  the  church,  or  whether 
they  shall  have  died  in  vain. 

The.  record  is  replete  also  with  the 
stories  of  politicians  gaining  office  with 
promises,  but,  for  one  reason  or  another, 
being  seduced  by  the  roadside  and  end¬ 
ing  up  as  the  defenders  of  the  large  land- 
owners  in  this  area. 

I  am  not  referring  to  the  present  Sen¬ 
ators  from  California.  I  like  them  as 
friends.  I  think  they  are  fine  public 
servants. 

But  we  ought  to  know  of  some  of  the 
instances  which  have  occurred  in  the  past 
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and  the  tragic  consequences  which  have 
come  to  men  because  they  lost  their  early 
ideals  and  abandoned  the  principles  for 
which  they  had  initially  fought.  I  do 
not  want  to  see  that  happen  again. 

The  taxpayers  of  the  country  are  being 
asked  to  make  a  huge  investment  in  the 
Central  Valley.  We  have  already  com¬ 
mitted  ourselves  for  $860  million.  We 
are  being  asked  to  commit  ourselves  for 
$290  million  more.  After  that  there  will 
be  a  request  for  another  $190  million  for 
a  distribution  system.  We  are  asked  to 
contribute  a  large  portion  of  the  cost  of 
the  Oroville  Dam,  which  it  is  being  con¬ 
tended  is  an  exclusively  State  project, 
but  which  is  no  such  thing. 

All  we  are  asking  is  that  if  the  Federal 
Government  contributes  this  money,  at 
least  we  should  let  the  historic  land  pol¬ 
icy  of  the  American  people  apply. 

If  my  good  friends  say  that  the  elimi¬ 
nation  of  section  6(a)  will  not  have  any 
effect,  let  them  carry  the  case  to  the 
courts.  I  believe  that  the  elimination  of 
section  6(a)  will  indicate  pretty  clearly 
that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Congress 
that  the  160-acre  limitation  shall  apply 
throughout  this  area;  but  if  there  are 
others  who  think  to  the  contrary - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  appreciate  the 
frankness  with  which  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  now  speaking.  Is  it  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  belief  that  his  amendment  will 
result  in  having  Federal  reclamation  law 
applied  to  all  the  water  which  would 
come  from  a  dual-purpose  San  Luis  Res¬ 
ervoir? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  not  thoroughly 
acquainted  with  the  riparian  rights  of 
landholders  alongside  the  waterways  in 
California,  and  it  may  be  that  property 
holders  along  the  rivers  which  will  have 
increased  water  flow  or  existing  irrigators 
may  have  some  prior  claims  to  this  water. 
But  certainly  the  elimination  of  section 
6(a)  will  make  it  clear  it  is  the  intent 
of  Congress  that  Federal  reclamation  law 
shall  not  be  barred  from  applying  to 
lands  outside  the  area  served  exclusively 
by  the  initial  Federal  projects,  but  also 
served  later  by  joint  projects. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  By  any  joint  project, 
or  by  this  one  project  as  to  which  the 
Senator  is  offering  his  amendment? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  This  particular  proj¬ 
ect,  yes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  the  Senator’s 
opinion  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  he  is  offering? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  me  ask  this  ques¬ 
tion  in  good  faith.  The  Senator  knows 
the  San  Luis  reservoir  would  be  located, 
roughly,  in  the  middle  of  California 
going  from  north  to  south.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  reservoir  would 
supply  water  on  its  way  south. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Would  it  be  fair  to  say 
that  the  Senator’s  amendment,  in  his 
opinion,  would  seek  to  apply  Federal  law 
to  waters  in  the  State  system  south  of 
the  reservoir,  but  not  north  of  the 
reservoir? 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  may  say  to  my  good 
friend,  who  talks  about  a  State  system, 
my  contention  is  that  there  will  not  be 
any  pure  State  system  arising  from  this 
project.  What  we  shall  have  will  be  a 
completely  Federal  system,  first,  and 
then  a  commingled  Federal-State  system. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  most  respectfully 
state  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  that  he 
is  in  error.  The  people  of  my  State  have 
begun  to  acquire  rights-of-way  and  have 
perfected  plans  for  the  building  of  a 
State  system  to  be  paid  for  by  the  people 
of  the  State,  and  not  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  say  to  my  good 
fri°nd  that  all  of  that  would  be  impos¬ 
sible  if  there  were  no  prior  Federal  proj¬ 
ect.  The  second  story  to  the  San  Luis 
Dam  could  not  be  constructed  without 
the  first  structure  or  substory  being  fed¬ 
erally  constructed. 

Let  me  point  out  those  in  the  area  out¬ 
side  the  Federal  service  area  will  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  use,  at  least  in  part,  the  Nelta- 
Mendota  Canal,  which  has  already  been 
constructed  by  the  Federal  Government. 
They  may  have  to  use  some  Federal 
power  to  pump  water  from  the  Sacra¬ 
mento  to  the  San  Joaquin. 

They  will  have  to  use  the  federally 
constructed  Cross  Delta  Channel  from 
the  Sacramento  to  the  San  Joaquin. 
They  will,  indirectly,  have  to  use  dams 
constructed  on  the  upper  Sacramento  at 
Shasta,  Keswick,  and  the  other  places. 

They  will  have  to  use  the  Federal  ap¬ 
propriation  which  has  been  or  will  be 
requested  for  Oroville  and  they  appar¬ 
ently  hope  to  get  interest-free  irrigation 
money  also. 

All  of  those  projects  are  prerequisite. 
It  will  not  be  an  exclusively  State  proj¬ 
ect.  There  will  be  commingled  water 
and  commingled  facilities. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  again? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is  it  fair  to  say  that 
the  Senator’s  amendment  and  the 
theory  which  the  Senator  believes  is 
inherent  in  his  amendment  cannot  and 
will  not  apply  to  waters  prior  to  the 
time  they  flow  into  the  San  Luis  reser¬ 
voir?  Is  that  a  fair  statement? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  there  is  irrigation 
north  of  San  Luis - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  As  there  is. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  there  is  irrigation 
north  of  San  Luis,  with  these  com¬ 
mingled  waters  assembled  and  distrib¬ 
uted  as  a  result  either  of  exclusively 
Federal  facilities  or  of  commingled  fa¬ 
cilities,  then  of  course  Federal  law 
would  apply  in  that  instance,  too. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is  the  Senator  telling 
me  that  his  amendment  would  apply  to 
waters  before  they  come  into  San  Luis? 
Is  that  the  intent  of  the  Senator’s 
amendment? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  To  the  degree  that 
there  is  additional  territory  brought  un¬ 
der  irrigation  by  these  additional  wa¬ 
ters;  yes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  simply  say  to  the 
Senator,  that  is  a  technical  legal  ques¬ 
tion.  I  want  the  Senator  to  have  a  lit¬ 
tle  tune  to  think  about  it,  because  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Senator  will  want  to  say  that 
his  amendment  would  apply  to  the  use 


to  which  the  water  in  this  dam  would  be 
put,  but  that  waters  prior  to  the  time 
they  come  into  the  reservoir  obviously 
could  not  be  regulated  by  the  law  with 
respect  to  this  dam.  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  going  to  want  to  tell  me  that. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Something  more  is 
involved  in  this  matter  than  merely  the 
San  Luis  Dam.  The  whole  valley  proj¬ 
ect  is  involved. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  trying  to  under¬ 
stand  the  intent  pf  the  Senator  in  offer¬ 
ing  his  amendment,  and  to  have  it 
spelled  out  so  that  other  Senators  can 
understand  what  my  friend  has  in  mind. 

I  ask  again,  Is  it  not  true  that  my 
friend  offers  his  amendment  to  govern 
the  Use  of  waters  in  the  reservoir  after 
they  come  to  the  reservoir?  Is  that  not 
true? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  will  say  that  if  we 
strike  section  6(a),  the  existing  Federal 
reclamation  law  will  be  applicable  wher-  ' 
ever  Federal  waters,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
irrigate  additional  areas  of  land  or  put 
additional  quantities  of  water  on  land 
already  being  irrigated  by  pumping. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is  the  Senator  going 
to  answer  my  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  not  necessarily 
going  to  answer  the  question  the  way 
the  Senator  from  California  wants  me  to 
answer  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  would  say  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  not  answered  it  at  all. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  believe  probably 
many  questions  will  have  to  be  left  for 
judicial  interpretation.  However,  inclu¬ 
sion  of  section  6(a)  will  sweep  away  all 
defenses  and  will  mean  farewell  to  the 
160-acre  limitation. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  once  more? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Of  course.  I  am  al¬ 
ways  glad  to  yield  to  my  good  friend.  i 
Mr.  KUCHEL.  When  the  Senator  uses 
phrase  “Federal  waters”  as  he  discusses 
his  amendment,  and  as  he  endeavors  to 
state  today  what  is  his  intention,  what 
does  the  Senator  mean  by  “Federal 
waters”?  What  does  the  Senator  mean 
by  that  phrase? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  would  say  they  are 
waters  the  assembling  and  distribution  { 
of  which  have  been  primarily  effected  by 
Federal  investments  in  dams,  power  sta¬ 
tions,  distribution  channels,  reservoirs, 
pumping  stations,  distribution  systems  ’ 
and  so  forth. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  heard  my 
colleague  earlier  today,  did  he  not,  when 
he  indicated  that  after  the  waters  spill¬ 
over  the  great  Shasta  Dam  and  go  down 
the  river  they  feed  irrigation  districts 
which  are  not  complying  with  and  are 
not  required  to  comply  with  Federal  law, 
and  feed  others  in  the  Central  Valley 
project  which  do? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  landowners  may 
have  had  prior  riparian  or  irrigation 
rights  under  California  law. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  us  assume  they 
did  not,  which  is  the  fact. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  the  U.S. 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  ought  to 
look  into  this  matter.  This  is  a  new  - 
subject  for  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion.  I  hope  very  much  the  Bureau  will  i 
take  it  up. 
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I  thank  the  Senator  from  California 
.  for  suggesting  this  possibility.  I  will  ad¬ 
dress  a  letter  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Reclamation  tomorrow,  calling  attention 
to  the  fact  that  he  may  have  slipped  as 
to  the  rights  of  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment. 

The  Senator  from  California  has 
raised  a  most  important  question  in  the 
public  interest,  and  I  congratulate  him. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  want  my  friend  to 
accept  my  thanks  for  those  kind  words. 

My  fondness  for  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  like  my  fondness  for  the  Senator 
,  from  Oregon,  is  going  to  continue,  but  I 
wish  to  say,  most  respectfully,  that  some 
of  the  comments  my  friend  from  Illinois 
has  made  in  the  course  of  this  debate 
demonstrate  his  unawareness  of  Califor¬ 
nia  and  the  needs  of  the  people  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  I  say  that  most  respectfully,  and 
I  say  it  particularly  with  reference  to 
the  manner  in  which  the  Senator  has 
not  answered  the  questions  I  have  asked 
him  about  the  very  amendment  he  has 
offered. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  My  good  friend  from 
California,  who  accuses  me  of  being  un¬ 
aware  of  the  needs  of  California,  has,  I 
think,  justified  a  reply  on  my-  part. 

I  never  believe  in  applying  the  “tu 
quoque”  or  “you’re  another”  argument, 
but  I  must  say  to  my  good  friend  from 
California  I  am  really  surprised  by  the 
course  of  this  debate. 

I  have  always  found  the  Senator  from 
California,  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
and  in  committee  meetings,  to  be  re¬ 
sponsive  to  the  needs  of  the  average 
man.  I  think  the  Senator  has  been  a 
great  addition  to  the  Senate,  even 
though  he  is  of  a  different  political 
party.  I  am  disappointed  to  find  him 
unappreciative  of  the  real  needs  of  the 
people  who  live  in  the  Central  Valley. 
The  Senator  has  listened  too  much  to 
the  siren  call  of  the  large  landowners. 
That  is  true. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  No.  No. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  They  have  misled 
my  good  friend,  and  I  am  sorry  to  see 
that.  I  think  my  friend  is  going  to  re¬ 
cover  his  sense  of  direction.  I  think  the 
compass  of  his  conscience  will  point  him 
in  the  right  direction.  I  have  great 
hope  for  his  ultimate  redemption.  Since 
the  Senator  expressed  his  pain  at  my 
being  unaware  of  the  alleged  needs  of 
the  people  of  California - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  My  intense  pain,  I  will 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois.  It  is 
a  very  intense  pain.  I  feel  it  in  my 
heart. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  an  equally 
intense  pain  at  the  derelictions  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  two  or  three 
questions  to  ask,  in  view  of  the  very 
pertinent  inquiry  made  by  the  senior 
Senator  from  California. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Illinois  very 
rightfully  said  that  now  he  intends  to¬ 
morrow  to  address  a  letter  to  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation,  seeking  information  re¬ 
garding  the  inquiry  of  the  senior  Sena¬ 


tor  from  California.  That  means  we 
will  need  more  time  in  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  finally  what  should  be  the  disposi¬ 
tion  of  the  bill,  until  the  Senator  hears 
from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  Is 
that  not  a  reasonable  conclusion? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  it  would  be 
highly  desirable. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  also  ad¬ 
dressed  himself  to  the  senior  Senator 
from  California,  pointing  out  that  he  in 
effect  has  been  taking  the  position,  with 
regard  to  the  proposed  legislation,  taken 
by  the  large  landowners  in  the  Central 
Valley  of  California.  This  seems  to  be 
evidenced  by  the  fact  that  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  put  in  the  Record  to¬ 
day  support  for  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  from  such 
groups  as  the  farmers’  union  and  labor 
groiips. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Grange. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Grange,  and  many 
of  those  people  interested  in  the  family 
farm  problems  of  California.  That  docu¬ 
mentation  would  add  up  to  the  con¬ 
clusion,  would  it  not,  that  the  position 
taken  by  the  senior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  certainly  not  the  position  being 
recommended  to  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  by  the  representatives  of  the  family 
farm  groups  of  California? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  that  is  true. 
I  shall  be  glad  to  go  to  California  and 
debate  this  issue  up  and  down  the 
Central  Valley  and  up  and  down  the 
coast  with  the  two  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia.  I  will  pay  my  own  way  to  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  I  am  ready  to  hold  joint  de¬ 
bates  in  Sacramento,  Bakersfield,  Fresno, 
San  Francisco,  and  Los  Angeles.  In 
fact,  I  am  tempted  to  issue  a  challenge 
now  to  the  Senators  to  debate  this  issue. 

Let  us  recommit  the  bill  in  the  mean¬ 
time,  until  the  people  of  California  have 
had  a  chance  to  pass  upon  the  matter. 

Mr.  CARROLL  and  Mr.  KUCHEL  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
first  to  the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  should  like  to  ask  a 
question  of  the  senior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  seek  information. 

As  I  understood  the  question  pro¬ 
pounded  by  the_  senior  Senator  from 
California  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois, 
it  is  whether  or  not  some  of  the  waters 
flowing  from  the  north  into  the  San  Luis 
Dam  are  under  Federal  control.  Is  it  not 
true  that  today  waters  which  move 
through  Mendota  are  clearly  under  Fed¬ 
eral  control,  under  the  reclamation 
laws?  Is  it  not  true  that  such  waters 
will  come  into  the  San  Luis  Reservoir? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes;  during  certain 
periods  of  the  year. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Assume  that  the  State 
should  construct  a  parallel  system  for 
State  waters,  running  to  the  east  of  the 
Mendota,  or  the  San  Luis  wasteland,  as 
shown  on  the  map.  That  would  be  State 
water.  Is  there  any  contention  that  such 
State  water  shall  be  under  Federal 
control? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Not  at  all;  and  if  I 
may  elaborate  on  the  excellent  point  the 
Senator  is  making,  let  me  say  this:  Pic¬ 


ture  California,  1,100  miles  long,  with  a 
wonderful  Federal  system,  under  Federal 
reclamation  law,  in  the  Central  Valley 
project,  which  is  in  being.  Then  picture 
a  second  system,  a  State  system,  parallel¬ 
ing  it,  designed  to  bring  surplus  northern 
water  into  the  parched  and  arid  southern 
part  of  the  State.  If  there  were  two 
reservoir  sites,  and  if  the  State  developed 
one  reservoir  site  and  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  developed  the  second  reservoir 
site,  so  that  there  would  be  two  parallel 
systems,  each  with  a  storage  reservoir, 
there  would  be  no  problem.  California 
would  not  be  heard  to  say  that  the  State 
law  should  apply  on  the  Federal  system; 
and  I  know  that  my  friend  from  Illinois 
would  not  contend  that  the  Federal  law 
should  apply  to  the  State  system. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  have  listened  to  the 
very  excellent  debate  of  the  able  public 
servant,  the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas!;  and  I  think  he  makes  a 
good  point.  I  ask  the  senior  Senator 
from  California  to  consider  this  point 
very  carefully  : 

Is  it  not  true,  as  appears  from  a  study 
of  the  maps,  that  the  Federal  area  to 
be  served  is  clearly  defined?  If  the  area 
is  clearly  defined,  how  could  there  be 
confusion  and  commingling  of  water, 
unless  there  was  an  ulterior  purpose  in 
the  inclusion  of  section  6(a)  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
be  permitted  to  answer  that  question? 

Mr.  CARROLL.  If  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  will  permit  me,  I  should  like  to 
continue  along  this  line. 

If  the  map  is  correct,  all  of  this  area 
comes  under  the  Federal  reclamation 
law. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  As  I  understand,  all 
the  people  of  California  want  is  the 
money  to  build  this  great  reservoir. 
They  want  to  use  about  $290  million  of 
the  people’s  money,  on  the  basis  of  a 
loan. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Plus  $190  million. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Most  of  which  is  re¬ 
imbursable. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  believe  the  Senators 
from  California  should  give  serious  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois.  I  think  it  would  clar¬ 
ify  the  situation. 

There  is  no  contention  on  the  part  of 
the  people  of  California  that  the  Federal 
Government  should  not  continue  to 
maintain  control,  under  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  law,  with  respect  to  that  portion 
of  the  water  which  comes  within  the  law. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  abso¬ 
lutely  correct. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  assume  that  there 
is  no  disposition  on  the  part  of  anyone 
to  say  that  the  Federal  Government 
should  control  State  water. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes.  That  is  what  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  wants  to  do  to  the 
State  system. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  not  State  wa¬ 
ter.  The  additional  acreage  would  be 
irrigated  by  water  largely  assembled 
through  prior  Federal  expenditures.  It 
would  be  commingled  water,  assembled 
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and  distributed  through  commingled  fa- 
calities,  and  therefore  the  project  could 
not  be  isolated  as  an  exclusively  State 
project. 

If  we  permit  unlimited  landowner- 
ship  in  this  peripheral  area,  we  shall  en¬ 
close  the  so-called  Federal  area  with 
an  area  largely  dominated  by  large  land- 
owners,  and  we  shall  make  still  more 
difficult  the  task  of  maintaining  the  160- 
acre  limitation  within  the  original  block 
of  land  in  the  so-called  Federal  service 
area. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Certainly. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  At  this  point  I  be¬ 
lieve  there  is  some  confusion  in  the  mind 
of  the  junior  Senator  from  Colorado. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  and  other  Senators  are 
concerned  about  the  application  of  the 
160-acre  limitation.  Why  not  eliminate 
section  6(a)  ?  The  senior  Senator  from 
California  says  there  is  no  doubt  in  his 
mind  that  the  area  is  marked  out. 
Marked  out  for  what?  For  Federal  wa¬ 
ter.  For  what  purpose? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  For  irrigation. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  If  this  area  is  marked 
out  for  a  Federal  purpose,  it  comes  under 
the  Federal  reclamation  law,  does  it  not? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Therefore,  why  go 
into  the  question  of  the  commingling  of 
water,  and  try  to  legislate  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate?  There  may  have  to  be  a 
judicial  determination  later.  Why  not 
meet  the  issue  in  the  proper  tribunal, 
and  in  the  proper  area? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  will  tell  the  Senator 
why  not,  in  my  opinion. 

I  think  it  is  the  clear  duty  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  spell  out  the  intent  with  which 
it  enacts  legislation.  I  studied  the 
speech  of  my  friend  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  over  the  weekend.  I  spoke  with 
the  leaders  of  public  agencies  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  over  the  weekend.  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  is  quite  frank.  He  says 
that  he  offers  the  amendment  to  elimi¬ 
nate  section  6(a)  to  throttle,  by  Federal 
legislation,  the  people  of  California  in 
their  waterworks. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  pro¬ 
test.  That  is  a  gross  misstatement  of 
the  position  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do  not  think  it  is. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Our  friend  has  al¬ 
lowed  himself  to  be  cai’ried  away  by  the 
enthusiasm  of  his  advocacy. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  With  the  Presiding 
Officer  now  occupying  the  chair  [Mr. 
Engle],  I  feel  comfortable  about  it. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  great  confi¬ 
dence  in  his  fairness  as  a  Presiding  Offi¬ 
cer,  when  he  is  in  the  chair.  He  may  be 
a  protagonist  of  his  case  on  the  floor,  but 
when  he  is  placed  in  the  chair,  I  think  he 
will  decide  any  issue  put  to  him  on  the 
basis  of  parliamentary  law.  I  will  not 
say  that  I  am  comfortable  with  him  in 
the  chair,  but  I  feel  safe  with  him  in  the 
chair.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  join  my  friend  in 
those  sentiments. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  do  not  believe  the 
junior  Senator  from  California  would 
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take  undue  advantage  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  or  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  note  the  presence 
in  the  Chamber  at  this  moment  of  both 
Senators  from  Oregon.  This  is  a  matter 
of  extreme  importance  to  the  State  of 
Oregon.  The  State  of  California  is 
switching  water  from  the  northern  part 
of  the  State  of  California  to  the  southern 
part  of  the  State.  That  is  all  right. 

But  it  is  well  known  that  it  has  de¬ 
signs  on  the  Columbia  River,  too. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Careful - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Columbia  River 
has  one  of  the  greatest  flows  of  water 
in  the  country — approximately  180  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  a  year. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  pro¬ 
test  my  friend’s  statement. 

Mr,  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  who 
has  the  floor? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  is  now  being  carried  away. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor. 
Does  the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  do  not,  at  least 
not  until  I  finish  this  paragraph. 

There  have  been  articles  in  the  news¬ 
papers  to  the  effect  that  it  would  be  a 
fine  thing  if  the  water  of  the  Columbia 
River  were  at  some  point  hoisted  over 
some  of  the  mountains  or  brought 
through  a  tunnel  and  taken  down  to 
California,  because  California  can  put 
it  to  better  use  than  can  Oregon. 

Under  what  conditions  would  the 
water  fee  taken?  For  whose  benefit?  For 
the  benefit  of  the  people  of  Oregon  or 
the  benefit  of  the  people  of  California? 

And  if  and  when  taken  to  California, 
for  whose  benefit  would  the  water  be 
used  within  California?  Would  it  be 
taken  there  for  the  benefit  of  the  large 
landowners,  who  are  now  attempting  to 
take  the  water  of  northern  California, 
held  back  and  then  channeled  down  by 
a  Federal  investment?  Or  would  they 
distribute  it  for  the  benefit  of  the  aver¬ 
age  people  of  California? 

I  believe  the  Senators  from  Oregon 
have  a  real  interest  in  this  issue. 

What  we  are  doing  now  will  set  a 
precedent  for  later  developments.  If  I 
were  a  Senator  from  Oregon  I  would 
be  very  skittish  about  accepting  any  of 
this  bill,  because  it  may  pave  the  way 
for  one  of  the  greatest  water  steals  and 
water  diversions  in  the  history  of  the 
Nation. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  We  always  like  to  give 
our  California  friends  the  benefit  of  the 
doubt,  but  we  watch  them.  There  has 
been  too  much  Columbia  River  diversion 
propaganda  coming  out  of  California  to 
allow  us  ever  to  abate  our  vigilance. 

If  the  Senator  from  Illinois  will  yield, 
I  should  like  to  address  a  few  remarks 
to  the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Carroll], 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose,  with  the  understanding  that  I  do 
not  lose  my  right  to  the  floor. 


Mr.  MORSE.  I  believe  the  Senator 
has  made  a  contribution  to  the  debate 
which  is  very  much  worthwhile,  and  has 
raised  the  same  question  with  the  senior 
Senator  from  California  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  and  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon  have  been  raising  now  for 
the  third  afternoon  of  debate  on  this  is¬ 
sue.  There  will  be  some  more  after¬ 
noons  of  debate  on  this  issue,  if  neces¬ 
sary,  in  order  to  make  the  public  aware 
of  what  is  involved. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  is  quite 
right  in  his  reference  to  the  danger  of  a 
water  steal.  I  believe  that  the  bill  in  its 
present  form,  with  section  6(a)  in  it,  has 
lurking  in  it  the  danger  of  the  greatest 
water  steal  in  the  history  of  our  country. 

I  do  not  intend  to  let  this  steal  go 
through  the  Senate,  with  empty  seats 
confronting  us  for  the  most  part’ during 
this  debate, .  to  be  voted  on  finally  by 
Senators  who  may  not  have  the  time, 
because  of  their  busy  schedules,  to  read 
the  Record. 

Therefore  I  believe  we  must  discuss 
the  subject  until  the  people  of  the  coun¬ 
try  become  aware  of  what  is  involved 
here.  They  are  becoming  aware,  judg¬ 
ing  by  the  increasing  number  of  mes¬ 
sages  which  we  are  receiving,  even  from 
people  in  the  State  of  California.  I 
have  received  some  more  since  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  put  in  some  messages 
earlier  this  afternoon.  In  due  course  of 
time  I  shall  put  them  into  the  Record, 
on  my  own  time,  and  at  some  length. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  that  we  have  some  questions 
of  fact  here.  In  my  judgment,  we  are 
not  the  competent  group  to  decide  those 
questions  of  fact.  Those  questions  of 
fact,  as  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
knows  as  a  lawyer,  are  operative  facts 
inherent  in  a  judicial  determination  of 
the  application  of  the  reclamation  laws 
to  specific  litigation  which  is  bound  to 
arise  in  the  future  no  matter  what  bill 
on  this  issue  we  should  pass. 

*  There  has  been  discussion  here  this 
afternoon,  as  there  was  last  Tuesday 
afternoon  and  last  Thursday  afternoon, 
of  the  problem  of  whether  there  is  or  is 
not  a  commingling  of  waters.  Let  me 
say  that  we  do  not  get  the  answer  by 
having  the  Senator  from  Colorado  ask 
the  Senator  from  Illinois,  the  two  Sen¬ 
ators  from  California,  or  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  whether  there  is  any  dis¬ 
pute  about  the  commingling  of  waters  in 
this  matter.  There  is  such  a  dispute. 
There  is  a  great  dispute  about  it.  I  do 
not  purport  to  answer  that  question  this 
afternoon. 

I  wish  to  say,  however,  that  it  is  a 
question  that  calls  for  the  presentation 
of  legal  proof  in  a  courtroom  as  to  what 
degree,  if  any,  there  is  a  commingling 
of  waters.  That  is  what  I  said  in  my 
legal  argument  last  Thursday,  and  I 
wish  to  refer  to  it  again  this  afternoon. 
This  is  not  the  forum  in  which  that  ques¬ 
tion  and  the  next  question  I  will  raise 
in  my  discussion  wtth  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  should  be  raised.  It  is  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  or  not  there  is  a  certain 
commingling  of  waters.  That  should  be 
for  judicial  determination.  The  question 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  Federal  service 
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area  is  clearly  defined  is  disputed.  That 
ought  to  be  decided  in  a  courtroom,  not 
here.  It  involves  an  operative  fact.  It 
can  be  resolved  in  the  process  of  deter¬ 
mining  to  what  extent  the  reclamation 
laws  apply  to  the  various  segments  of 
this  project. 

The  question  as  to  whether  or  not 
there  is  a  State  system  separate  and 
distinct  from  the  Federal  system  in¬ 
volved  in  this  project  is  a  question  of 
fact  which  is  in  dispute. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  has  pointed 
out  time  and  time  again  in  the  debate 
that  we  could  not  raise  in  this  debate 
the  issue  of  whether  the  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion  applies  to  the  new  land  which  is 
going  to  be  brought  under  irrigation  by 
the  project,  if  it  were  not  for  the  fact 
that  we  have  the  basic  Federal  dam  proj¬ 
ect,  with  the  deep  foundation,  on  top  of 
which  it  is  proposed  that  some  State 
money  be  spent  for  a  superstructure 
which  will  make  it  possible  to  store  more 
water  behind  the  dam.  Does  that  change 
the  water  into  State  water,  or  does  it 
leave  in  that  reservoir  Federal  water? 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  and  I 
know  that  we  cannot  determine  that 
question  of  fact  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  It  is  an  operative  question  of  fact 
inherent  in  a  judicial  determination  of 
the  application  of  the  reclamation  laws 
to  the  project. 

What  is  the  next  question  of  fact?  It 
has  been  stated  by  the  two  Senators 
from  California  that  they  plan  to  dig 
some  canals  or  channels  right  along  side 
of  the  Mendota  Canal  and  some  other 
Federal  canals,  taking  water  out  of  the 
reservoir  impounded  by  a  basic  Federal 
dam  on  which  a  superstructure  has  been 
built  with  the  use  of  State  money.  Let 
me  say  that  we  will  look  in  vain  through 
the  record  for  any  guarantee  that  that 
is  the  way  it  is  going  to  be  done,  but 
let  us  assume  that  it  is  going  to  be  done 
that  way.  Does  that  make  it  State 
water  and  not  Federal  water?  It  is  a 
question  of  fact,  to  be  determined  by 
litigation,  not  to  be  determined  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate. 

Let  us  move  into  another  question  of 
fact  which  is  involved  here.  What  is 
the  effect  of  section  6(a)?  It  is  pretty 
clear,  although  it  does  not  in  its  lan¬ 
guage  mention  the  160-acre  limitation, 
that  those  who  want  it  kept  in  the  bill — 
the  Southern  Pacific  Land  Co.  and  all 
the  other  large  landowners — believe  that 
in  section  6(a)  they  have  a  gimmick 
whereby  they  will  be  able  to  have  the 
160-acre  limitation  removed  from  their 
land. 

Section  6(a)  is  not  necessary  in  this 
bill,  let  me  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Colorado,  for  a  final  determination  as  to 
whether  the  160-acre  limitation  does  or 
does  not  apply.  However,  if  we  leave  it 
in  the  bill — and  this  is  what  the  senior 
Senator  from  California,  I  respectfully 
submit,  has  as  his  chief  motivation — it 
strengthens  the  waiver  of  the  160-acre 
limitation,  he  believes.  That  is  why  I 
say  to  the  two  Senators  from  Califor¬ 
nia — and  I  say  it  respectfully — I  do  not 
believe  they  are  being  fair  to  those  of 
us  from  the  great  water  resources  States 
of  the  West  to  put  us  in  a  position  where 
we  have  to  oppose  the  San  Luis  project. 


when  we  are  for  ft,  because  they  have 
this  gimmick  in  section  6(a),  and  be¬ 
cause  they  want  to  stack  the  case  against 
us. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Not  yet.  Because  they 
want  to  get  us  into  the  position  of  leav¬ 
ing  6(a)  in  the  bill,  and  in  that  way 
strengthen  the  big  land  companies  in 
litigation  which  is  bound  to  follow  as 
to  the  effect  of  section  6(a).  It  would 
strengthen  those  land  companies  in  the 
position  they  will  take,  namely,  that  the 
reclamation  laws  do  not  apply. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  will  yield  in  a  moment. 

I  say  to  the  two  Senators  again,  you 
are  overlooking  some  shoulder-to-shoul- 
der  support  which  you  would  get  from 
the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon,  and  I 
believe  also  from  most  of  the  other  west¬ 
ern  Senators,  if  we  were  to  pass  this  bill 
with  6(a)  omitted  from  it,  and  were  then 
to  present  to  the  committee,  of  which 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  is  a  member, 
a  clean  bill  for  a  revision  of  the  reclama¬ 
tion  laws.  On  such  a  revision  proposal 
we  would  be  found  going  along  with  some 
modification  of  the  reclamation  laws,  but 
not  for  such  a  modification  as  would 
waive  the  160-acre  limitation  on  the 
richest  land  area  in  this  country. 

We  say  “You  should  not  be  trying  to 
determine  that  matter  in  connection 
with  this  litigation.” 

I  repeat  my  question  of  last  Tuesday 
and  Thursday  to  my  two  good  friends 
from  California:  Why  do  they  not  take 
section  6(a)  out  of  the  bill?  If  I  under-' 
stand  the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Carroll]  correctly,  he  is  raising  the 
same  question.  Why  do  they  not  take 
section  6(a)  out  and  let  the  matter  run 
its  course  through  the  judicial  processes 
of  the  country;  then  come  forth  with  a 
clean  bill  on  reclamation  law  amend¬ 
ments,  and  let  us  work  together  as  a 
group  of  western  Senators  on  a  problem 
which  is  of  common  importance  to  all 
of  us? 

What  I  think  the  two  Senators  from 
California  are  doing  is  putting  those  of 
us  in  the  three  Pacific  Coast  States  in  a 
very  difficult  position.  We  should  not 
be  asked  to  determine  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  the  answers  to  a  whole  series  of 
questions  which  ought  to  be  determined 
by  the  courts  rather  than  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  who 
has  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent,  that  I  may  be  per¬ 
mitted,  without  losing  the  floor,  to  yield, 
first  to  the  Senator  from  California,  who 
wishes  to  reply  to  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon,  and  that  I  may  then  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Colorado. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  can 
say  this  for  my  colleague  as  well  as  for 
myself :  We  respect  the  right  of  the  able 
Senator  from  Oregon  to  his  opinion. 
But,  speaking  for  myself,  I  say  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  is  wrong  in  his  opinion, 
and  he  is  wrong  in  describing,  in  particu¬ 


lar,  the  motivation  of  the  Senator  from 
California. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  both 
Senators  from  California  gave  the  most 
searching  scrutiny  to  the  Senate  Record 
of  last  week.  Speaking  for  myself,  I 
telephoned  persons  who  represent  public 
agencies  in  California,  trying  to  ascer¬ 
tain  if  there  were  a  way  in  which  we 
could  do  what  it  sometimes  seemed  to 
me,  from  statements  in  the  Record,  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  wanted  to  do,  and 
yet,  at  the  same  time,  to  avoid  what  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  frankly  says  he  de¬ 
sires  to  do. 

Here  is  an  instance  in  which  persons 
who  are  skilled  lawyers  in  my  State,  and 
who  represent  public  agencies,  believe 
that  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  in  the  po¬ 
sition  he  takes,  would  have  some  vigor¬ 
ous  supporters  if  the  legislation  got  into 
the  court,  in  contending  that  judicial 
adoption  of  the  Douglas-Morse  amend¬ 
ment  would  mean  that  the  Federal  rec¬ 
lamation  law  would  cover  all  the  waters 
coming  out  of  the  dam  which  is  provided 
for  by  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  wish  to  make  a  very 
short  answer  to  the  able  Senator  from 
Oregon;  then  I  shall  take  my  seat. 

Here,  Mr.  President,  is  the  reason  why 
we  cannot  accede  at  this  late  date.  We 
disagree  with  what  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
say,  but  we  also  do  not  want  to  run  the 
chance  that  our  agreement  with  these 
two  estimable  Senators  will  be  miscon¬ 
strued.  The  fact  is  that  we  do  not  want 
the  Federal  Government  to  tell  the 
people  of  California  how  they  shall  util¬ 
ize  their  waters.  The  fact  that  it  is 
simply  good  business  judgment  for  the 
State  and  the  Federal  Government  to 
sponsor  jointly  and  to  use  jointly  one 
reservoir  should  not  alter  that  situation. 

I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon  that 
I  do  not  speak  in  this  debate  for  any 
single  citizen  of  California.  I  speak  for 
the  people  of  California  who,  through 
their  official  representatives,  this  year 
were  able  to  come  to  an  agreement  on 
the  language  which  should  be  used.  I 
think  we  have  a  duty  clearly  to  say  to 
our  fellow  Senators  what  the  intention 
of  the  bill  is.  That  is  the  extent  of  what 
I  have  tried  to  do  in  this  debate. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield,  so  that  I 
may  make  a  brief  reply  to  the  Senator 
from  California? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  say  to  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  that  there  is  not  a 
single  thing  which  Paul  Douglas  and 
Wayne  Morse  could  possibly  say  in  this 
debate  which  would  change  the  recla¬ 
mation  laws  of  the  country  as  they  are 
now  on  the  books.  There  is  not  one 
single  thing  I  could  say  in  the  debate 
which  would  cause  any  court,  including 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
in  any  way  to  be  released  in  any  degree 
from  its  judicial  obligation  to  apply  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  as  they  are. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  As  Congress  wants 
them  to  be. 
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Mr.  MORSE.  No.  Let  me  finish. 
There  is  not  a  thing  we  can  say  which 
would  change  the  Federal  reclamation 

laws. 

But  if  the  Senators  from  California 
get  by  with  section  6(a),  it  is  our  fear 
that  by  legislation  they  will  be  chang¬ 
ing  the  Federal  reclamation  laws,  and 
the  courts  would  have  to  follow  that 
change  made  by  a  statute  enacted  by 
Congress. 

The  senior  Senator  from  California, 
is  overlooking,  I  think,  what  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  has  said.  He  seems  to 
think  there  is  a  variation  or  a  difference 
between  that  and  what  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  said.  Let  us  assume 
there  is  a  variance.  I  do  not  happen  to 
think  there  is,  but  let  us  assume  there 
is.  It  would  not  make  a  single  bit  of 
difference  in  a  court,  because  the  court 
has  the  job  of  determining  what  the 
application  of  the  reclamation  laws  is 
to  the  San  Luis  project.  But  put  sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  in  the  law,  and  the  hands  of 
the  court  are  tied,  because  the  court  will 
have  been  told,  under  section  6(a),  in 
effect,  in  my  opinion,  that  the  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  are  modified  by  law. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Modified  how? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  the  court  may 
find  that  the  160-acre  limitation  does 
not  apply  to  comingled  waters.  We 
want  to  find  out  what  the  law  is. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Oh  no;  we  want  to 
determine  how  to  legislate. 

Mr.  MORSE.  We  want  to  know 
whether  the  law  applies.  So  we  ask; 
Why  are  not  the  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  willing  to  take  the  reclamation 
laws  as  they  are  now  on  the  books? 
Why  do  they  want  to  question  the 
reclamation  laws  by  this  provision  of 
the  bill  rather  than  by  a  separate,  dis¬ 
tinct  reclamation  amendment? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
legislative  branch  of  the  Government 
to  pass  legislation  with  regard  to  a 
specific  intention.  Congress  ought  to 
indicate  what  the  intention  is  by  the 
legislation  it  enacts. 

I  suggest  to  the  Senator  that  we  aban¬ 
don  our  responsibility  if  we  simply  say 
this:  Let  the  courts  decide.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  mistake  my  inten¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  an  understanding  of 
the  bill  with  section  6(a)  in  it? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  the  Senator  is 
trying  to  amend  the  reclamation  law. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  To  what  extent? 

Mr.  MORSE.  By  not  having  the  160- 
acre  limitation  apply  to  new  lands,  as 
they  relate  to  Federal  waters.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  says  it  does  not  affect  Federal 
waters.  I  say  let  us  leave  the  laws  as 
they  are  and  let  the  courts  determine 
the  question. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  us  see  if  we  can 
come  to  an  honest  agreement.  Let  us 
see  if  both  sides  can  honestly  agree  to 
something. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Oregon  agree 
that  any  person  in  California  who  ob¬ 
tains  water  from  the  State  of  California 
by  entering  into  a  contract  with  the 
State  to  purchase  a  certain  amount  of 
water  ought  to  follow  State  law,  and  not 
Federal  law? 


Mr.  MORSE.  Where  Federal  water  is 
not  involved. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  What  does  the  Senator 
mean  by  “where  Federal  water  is  not  in¬ 
volved”? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  exactly  what  I 
am  trying  to  point  out.  The  Senator 
is  trying  to  determine  that  question  on 
the  floor  in  relation  to  his  project.  I 
say  the  question  ought  to  be  determined 
by  the  application  of  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  laws,  as  .the  courts  find  them  to  be 
in  a  specific  case. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  But  what  does  the 
Senator  believe  Federal  waters  to  be? 
How  would  he  define  them? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  would  all  depend 
on  the  operative  facts  of  each  individual 
case  which  came  before  the  court.  There 
can  be  no  other  answer.  How  can  we 
lo6k  into  the  future  and  decide  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  the  particular  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  general  principle  of 
each  individual  case  which  the  Senator 
from  California  wants  to  raise? 

I  simply  say  that  where  Federal  wa¬ 
ters  are  involved,  I  want  the  160-acre 
limitation  to  apply.  If  there  is  a  case  of 
solely  State  waters,  of  course  it  does  not 
apply;  that  is  up  to  the  State  legislature 
to  determine. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  But  we  use  the  terms 
“State  waters”  and  “Federal  waters.” 
Good  heavens,  Mr.  President.  There  is 
no  such  thing  as  State  waters  in  one  in¬ 
stance,  in  one  part  of  a  State,  and  Fed¬ 
eral  waters,  in  another. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  has  admitted  that 
.  fact. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  our  point. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  me  try  to  be  help¬ 
ful.  I  thought  for  a  moment  there  was 
an  opportunity  to  get  together.  I  am 
afraid  now  there  is  not.  But,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  these  terms  are  used.  All  we  tried 
to  do,  I  will  say  to  my  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Oregon,  was  to  indicate  that  State 
law  would  follow  the  State  system,  and 
that  the  fact  that  one  dam  would  serve 
a  Federal  reclamation  project  and  a 
State  system,  as  well,  was  not  a  basis  for 
applying  the  law  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  the  law  of  the  State. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Let  me  say  most  re¬ 
spectfully  that  I  do  not  think  the  senior 
Senator  from  California  is  giving  suffi¬ 
cient  weight  to  what  the  March  17,  1959, 
hearings  show  some  of  his  constituents, 
representing  the  large  landholders  of 
California,  clearly  implied  was  their  in¬ 
tention.  We  do  not  intend  to  vote  for 
section  6(a)  of  the  bill,  which  we  believe 
is  designed  to  carry  out  the  intention  of 
the  large  landowners  of  California — 
which  is  to  scuttle  the  160-acre  limi¬ 
tation. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  mistaken. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  stated  what  I 
believe  the  intention  to  be.  The  Senator 
from  California  says  I  am  mistaken. 
That  is  his  interpretation.  We  have 
stated  ours.  Certainly  both  of  us  have 
a  right  to  state  our  own  interpretations. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Certainly. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Now  let  the  courts  de¬ 
termine  the  matter. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  But  that  was  not  the 
intention  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 


Interior  and  Insular  Affairs.  In  the 
committee,  no  vote  on  that  question  was 
taken. 

Mr.  MORSE.  But  my  colleague  is  a 
member  of  that  committee.  He  is  say¬ 
ing,  in  effect,  that  he  does  not  think  that 
point  of  view  was  given  the  considera¬ 
tion  it  should  have  been  given  in  the 
committee.  After  having  voted  in  the 
committee  for  the  Senator’s  bill,  now  he 
has  come  to  the 'floor  of  the  Senate  and 
has  observed  for  the  first  time  the  prob¬ 
lem  that  is  hidden  in  the  bill;  and  the 
Senator  has  become  a  cosponsor  of  the 
amendment.  He  is  a  member  of  the 
committee. 

Here  is  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Carroll],  who  has  been  raising 
some  questions  which  I  believe  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  interpretation  that  he,  too,  is 
making.  He  is  asking,  “Why  do  you  not 
go  along  with  the  proposal  to  strike  out 
section  6(a)  ?”  He  is  a  member  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  my 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Colorado,  can 
speak  for  himself  as  to  what  he  is  going 
to  do. 

But  I  wish  to  suggest  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  that  the  great  Senator 
from  Wyoming  is  in  favor  of  this  bill; 
and  the  great  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
is  in  favor  of  this  bill;  and  the  great 
Senator  from  Montana,  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  may,  I  believe,  rise  and 
say  that  he  has  changed  his  position  on 
this  matter.  My  point  simply  is  that 
there  are  differences  of  opinion.  I  re¬ 
spect  the  right  of  my  colleagues  to  have 
differences  of  opinion.  But  that  does 
not  mean  that  we  who  differ  should  sim¬ 
ply  roll  over  and  say,  “All  right;  we  will 
abandon  what  we  in  good  faith  believe.” 

We  have  talked  with  representatives  of 
public  agencies.  We  have  not  talked 
with  large  landowners  or  with  anyone 
from  our  State  who  has  not  had  a  pub¬ 
lic  interest.  That  is  why  I  want  the 
Senate  to  proceed  in  good  time  to  vote 
this  issue  either  up  or  down. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  never 
quote  Senators  without  their  permission. 
However,  the  Senator  from  California 
has  just  mentioned  some  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs,  among  whom  is  at  least  one  who 
has  told  me  that  section  6(a)  should  be 
stricken  from  the  bill.  He  says  this  issue 
was  not  raised  in  the  committee. 

I  have  just  talked  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  a  very  able 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
'Works.  I  am  sure  he  will  not  object  to 
my  quoting  him  now.  He  asked  that  the 
Senate  not  vote  on  this  matter  until 
tomorrow,  because  he  wishes  to  be  here  to 
vote  to  strike  section  6(a)  from  the  bill. 

The  sad  fact  is  that  I  believe  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  never  gave  consideration  to  the 
points  we  are  making  in  regard  to  sec¬ 
tion  6(a) ,  points  which  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  has  brought  out 
so  eloquently  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

I  believe  section  6(a)  is  pregnant  with 
great  abuse,  so  far  as  the  future  of 
reclamation  law  is  concerned. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  And  in  my  judgment 
the  position  the  Senator  takes  is  preg- 
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nant  with  great  damage  to  the  people  of 
California. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  the  genetic  effects  of  this  pro¬ 
vision  will  be  extremely  unfortunate  and 
will  produce  malformations  in  the  body 
politic  of  California. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 
In  fact,  I  believe  I  have  received  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Colorado. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Let  me  say  to  the 
senior  Senator  from  California  that  the 
more  I  listen  to  this  debate,  the  more 
I  am  convinced  that  my  colleagues  have 
almost  reached  a  point  of  agreement. 
I  say  this  very  seriously.  For  example, 
a  little  while  ago  I  asked  about  the  area 
to  be  covered  by  the  Federal  system.  It 
would  seem  that  that  area  has  been  very 
clearly  defined. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  But  suppose  in  the 
parallel  system  of  which  we  speak — and 
in  that  connection  we  have  referred  to 
the  map — some  State  waters  were  to 
come  through. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  yield? 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  not  a  parallel 
system;  I  wish  to  emphasize  that  point. 
The  second  system  will  be  a  commingled 
system  almost  throughout  its  course. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Regardless  of  that, 
my  point  is  that  if  it  involves  State 
water  which  goes  upon  some  Federal 
area — and  this  is  the  point  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  makes,  and  I  believe  it  is 
an  important  point — we  cannot  deter¬ 
mine  that,  to  use  his  expression,  as  an 
operative  fact.  That  question  must  be 
determined  by  the  courts,  on  the  basis  of 
the  testimony  of  engineers — competent 
witnesses  and  experts. 

I  am  very  serious  about  this  matter. 
As  the  two  Senators  from  California 
know,  I  want  to  vote  for  this  project.  I 
know  the  real  problems  which  confront 
the  people  of  California.  Millions  of  peo¬ 
ple  are  very  seriously  affected.  I  was  in 
that  area  a  few  months  ago,  and  I  think 
of  the  6  million  people  in  and  around  the 
Los  Angeles  area  and  the  desperate  need 
for  water.  I  do  not  share  the  viewpoint 
of  some  of  my  colleagues;  namely,  that 
water  is  not  needed  for  the  land.  I 
think  it  is  needed. 

I  know  there  will  be  a  financial  wind¬ 
fall  for  certain  landowners;  but  that  pre¬ 
sents  another  question. 

The  question  before  us,  as  I  think  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  and  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  have  made  plain,  is  how 
are  we  to  preserve  the  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  system. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  California 
is  very  sincere.  I  am  convinced  that  he 
has  no  ulterior  purpose ;  I  am  convinced 
that  he  does  not  intend  to  undermine  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Therefore,  I  appeal  to 
his  good  judgment  in  this  matter,  and  I 
believe  the  people  of  his  State  will  under¬ 
stand.  If  we  can  move  ahead  here,  I  will 


stand  on  his  side  and  I  will  fight  for 
him.  But,  as  a  member  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  I  think  we  must  face  this  issue, 
which  was  not  brought  up  in  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  able  Senator  from  Illinois  has 
raised  certain  questions.  This  is  not 
an  attempt  to  defeat  the  project.  Cali¬ 
fornia  will  get  this  project,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion;  but  I  believe  California  should  bow 
a  little,  and  should  let  the  bill  go  to  con¬ 
ference  until  there  is  further  study,  and 
should  let  it  go  to  the  courts,  if  neces¬ 
sary — although  I  do  not  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  wants  it  to  go  to 
the  courts.  But  there  is  the  problem  of 
commingling. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  yield  briefly? 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Yes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  should  like  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  to  listen  to  lan¬ 
guage  which  I  think  was  recommended 
by  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and  the 
author  of  the  report  in  the  House  of 
Representatives,  Representative  B.  F. 
Sisk.  Here  is  what  he  suggests  in  place 
of  the  present  section  6(a) : 

The  State’s  use  of  joint-use  facilities  au¬ 
thorized.  by  and  constructed  in  accordance 
with  this  act  shall  not  cause  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  to  be  applicable  to  water 
deliveries  or  to  the  use  of  drainage  facilities 
serving  lands  under  contract  with  the  State 
to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside  of  the 
Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  described 
in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley 
Project,”  dated  December  7,  1956. 

Does  not  that  have  some  interest  to 
the  Senator  from  Colorado? 

Mr.  CARROLL.  It  has  great  interest. 

But  this  is  the  reason  why  I  think  the 
matter  should  go  to  the  other  House; 
When  we  speak  of  a  contract,  that  is  an 
important  point.  But  suppose  there  is 
a  contracting  agency  within  the  Federal 
system,  too.  Then  we  get  into  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  commingling.  That  is  what  some 
are  afraid  of.  For  instance,  suppose  the 
great  landowners  come  under  the  Fed¬ 
eral  system. 

Then  they  are  bound  by  Federal  law. 
I  do  not  know  whether  this  point  has 
been  brought  out  in  the  debate.  I  was 
not  going  to  name  any  names;  but,  on 
the  other  hand,  I  do  not  think  it  would 
make  any  difference  if  I  did.  Let  us  say 
Southern  Pacific  owns  land  in  this  area. 
I  do  not  know  how  much  it  does  own  in 
.the  area.  Does  anyone  doubt  for  a  min¬ 
ute  that  the  great  landowners  will  not 
have  a  tremendous  financial  windfall? 
Why?  Because  when  water  is  put  on 
this  rich  land,  the  value  of  the  property 
is  enhanced  greatly. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  But  they  cannot  get  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  testimony  of  six 
Members  of  Congress  is  that  the  value  of 
the  land  will  be  increased,  on  an  average, 
$577  an  acre.  The  Southern  Pacific  Land 
Co.  has  testified  it  owns  12(f,000  acres  in 
this  area.  Therefore,  if  the  company 
gets  the  water  and  holds  onto  the  land, 
it  will  benefit  to  the  degree  of  $70  mil¬ 
lion.  That  is  what  is  really  involved 
here.  There  are  similar  large  land  hold¬ 
ings,  perhaps  not  of  this  magnitude,  but 
running  into  10,000,  20,000,  and  30,000 
acres.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Standard 
Oil  Co.  owns  more  than  100,000  acres — 


most  of  it,  however,  outside  the  imme¬ 
diate  San  Luis  area.  And  the  Kern 
County  Land  Co.  appears  to  have  the 
largest  holdings  of  any — south  of  the  so- 
called  Federal  service  area. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  This  is  the  real  point 
which  is  raised,  and  I  want  the  senior 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel] 
to  listen  very  closely.  All  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  said  is  accurate  but  for 
one  thing.  Under  either  the  Federal 
reclamation  law  or  a  regulation  under 
that  law,  as  I  understand  it,  if  land- 
owners  contract  for  water  upon  the  land, 
which  will  make  it  valuable,  within  a 
certain  period — 10  years — they  must 
divest  themselves  of  the  land,  and  that 
land  will  be  broken  up  into  small  units. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  At  the  prices  at  which 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  ap¬ 
praise  the  land. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Perhaps  that  will 
helps  us  on  the  question  of  speculation. 
That  fact  presents  the  real  issue.  That 
is  why  I  should  like  to  have  both  Sena¬ 
tors  from  California  listen.  This  is 
something  that  perhaps  the  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  has  not  thought 
about.  I  have  great  confidence  in  his 
integrity.  Let  us  assume  that  in  a  Fed¬ 
eral  area  a  contract  is  entered  into  for 
Federal  water.  Let  us  assume  a  con¬ 
tract  is  entered  into  for  State  water. 
There  is  a  commingling  of  the  water  on 
the  land  by  virtue  of  the  contracts. 
Those  invodved  may  say,  “We  are  not 
bound  under  the  10-year  rule,  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  not  bound 
to  set  the  value  of  our  land.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Under  this  proposed 
legislation,  that  simply  could  not  hap¬ 
pen.  It  is  provided  that  before  the  dam 
shall  be  constructed  for  joint  use,  the 
State  and  the  Federal  governments  must 
enter  into  a  contract.  There  will  be  no 
problems  of  dual  jurisdiction  over  a 
given  area. 

The  State  project  here  contemplated 
is  called  the  Feather  River  project.  It  is 
overwhelmingly  in  the  interest  of  water 
supply,  for  example,  for  the  housewife 
who  lives  in  my  hometown  of  Anaheim 
and  who  needs  water.  Why  is  there  a 
need  for  such  water?  The  State  of 
California  is  involved  in  a  lawsuit  with 
Arizona  over  the  use  of  water.  God 
knows  what  is  going  to  happen.  The 
Upper  Colorado  River  project  is  a  reality. 
The  people  of  the  State  of  Colorado  need 
water.  The  project  under  discussion  will 
be  one  way  of  bringing  water,  which  is 
wasted  by  flowing  into  the  Pacific  Ocean, 
into  the  populous  Los  Angeles  area. 

It  is  true  that  subsequent  to  the 
Feather  River  project  there  will  be  other 
projects  constructed  under  State  works. 
It  is  also  true  that  State  water  may  still 
be  desired  for  agricultural  purposes — I 
do  not  know — but  it  is  not  going  to  take 
place  at  this  time. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  am  willing  to  go  on 
record  as  to  my  legislative  intent.  I 
think  the  State  of  California  should  have 
control  and  jurisdiction  over  its  own 
waters. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  my  friend — as 
Colorado  should  have  over  its  own  waters. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  That  is  right.  But, 
by  the  same  token,  when  there  is  water 
within  the  Federal  reclamation  system, 
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there  is  no  question  that  it  is  subject  to 
the  Federal  reclamation  laws. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  And  should  be. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Very  well,  but  here  is 
the  point,  and  now  we  get  off  on  a  tan¬ 
gent  argument,  and  we  get  into  other 
arguments  which  go  to  the  merits  of 
whether  this  proposal  would  be  good 
legislation.  I  think  great  harm  will  be 
done  if  section  6(a)  is  not  withdrawn 
and  we  let  the  bill  go  to  the  other  House 
containing  that  section.  There  will  be 
ample  time  to  argue  and  to  consider  this 
matter.  The  question  will  be  under  con¬ 
sideration  in  the  other  body.  Represent¬ 
ative  Sisk’s  amendment  may  be  offered. 
There  will  be  time  to  study  and  examine 
it. 

There  is  a  deep-seated  feeling  that, 
however  unwitting,  an  attempt  is  being 
made  to  undermine  the  effect  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  laws,  which  are  vital  to 
the  West.  Whether  that  feeling  is 
founded  on  fact,  the  question  has  been 
raised.  The  more  I  think  of  the  ques¬ 
tion  and  the  more  I  listen  to  the  debate, 
the  more  I  feel  section  6(a)  must  come 
out  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  commend  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado.  He  comes  from 
one  of  the  irrigation  States.  It  is  well 
known  that  those  representing  the  16 
or  18  irrigation  States  are  a  band  of 
brothers.  They  generally  stand  to¬ 
gether  for  appropriations. 

May  I  say  that  in  these  projects  they 
are  bleeding  the  rest  of  the  country 
white. 

In  the  first  place,  a  large  part  of  the 
cost  is  absorbed  in  flood  control  and 
navigation  aspects  of  the  projects,  on 
which  there  is  no  return.  Another  por¬ 
tion  of  the  cost  is  absorbed  in  power 
projects,  when  it  really  should  be 
charged  to  irrigation.  Then,  on  the 
small  portion  which  is  charged  to  irri¬ 
gation,  no  interest  is  paid.  Then  the 
principal  which  is  repaid  is  impounded 
and  not  returned  to  the  Federal  Treas¬ 
ury,  but  is  used  for  further  reclamation. 

Believe  me,  the  reclamation  States 
have  made  all  the  other  States  pay.  If 
blood  be  the  price  of  reclamation,  we 
have  paid  in  full.  There  is  a  revolt 
coming  from  the  sections  of  the  country, 
which  pay  the  taxes  in  large  part. 

However,  in  this  particular  instance, 
I  am  willing  to  swallow  my  scruples  if 
only  we  can  be  assured  that  this  sub¬ 
sidy  will  be  used  to  help  the  family-sized 
farm,  and  not  help  the  big,  agrarian, 
feudal  landholders  in  this  area. 

What  is  it  in  the  Federal  reclamation 
law  that  the  two  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  want  to  avoid?  They  say  they  do 
not  want  the  Federal  reclamation  law 
to  apply  in  this  500,000-acre  block  of 
land — of  course  they  never  tell  us  pre¬ 
cisely  where  or  how  much  it  is — which 
will  be  brought  in  alter  the  initial 
440,000  acres  are. 

Why?  There  is  only  one  answer — be¬ 
cause  they  do  not  want  the  160-acre 
limitation  to  apply.  The  Senators  will 
not  come  out  openly  and  say  that,  but 
that  is  the  reason. 


There  is  no  question  of  States’  rights 
involved.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  know 
California  does  not  have  any  law  on  this 
subject  at  present. 

Knocking  out  section  6(a)  would  not 
replace  the  Federal  reclamation  law 
with  a  State  law.  A  vacuum  would  be 
left.  There  should  not  be  a  vacuum 
left  in  this  area  any  more  than  there 
should  be  a  vacuum  left  in  nature.  We 
do  not  want  a  vacuum  in  the  law,  be¬ 
cause  into  that  vacuum  will  rush  the 
big  landowners  with  their  possession 
of  tens  of  thousands  of  acres,  in  some 
cases  over  a  hundred  thousand  acre,  so 
that  they  will  get  an  increase  in  the 
value  of  their  land,  to  the  extent  of  $600 
an  acre,  on  an  average,  which  will 
mean  enormous  benefits.  From  whom? 
These  benefits  will  come  from  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  the  country  as  a  whole. 

In  this  process  the  entire  irrigation 
and  reclamation  program  of  the  coun¬ 
try  will  be  so  besmeared  and  discredited 
that  an  indignant  public  will  repudiate 
the  whole  thing. 

I  have  been  greatly  pleased  to  observe 
the  way  the  reclamation  bloc  seems  to 
be  breaking  up,  and  how  one  Member 
after  another  will  rise  in  his  place  to 
urge,  in  the  interest  of  reclamation  as 
a  whole,  that  section  6(a)  be  stricken 
from  the  bill. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  is  a  loyal 
member  of  the  reclamation  bloc,  al¬ 
though  he  is  also  a  great  public  servant. 
The  two  Senators  from  Oregon  have 
served  notice  on  the  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  that  they  cannot  go  along  with 
section  6(a)  .  There  has  been  unofficial 
testimony  from  ethers,  yet  these  Sena¬ 
tors  hold  on  to  section  6(a)  because,  I 
believe,  the  large  landowners  who  agreed 
to  this  bill  do  not  want  the  160 -acre 
limitation  law  applied. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  speak  of  a  partnership  between 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  State 
government.  As  they  look  at  it,  one 
part  of  this  project  is  to  be  Federal,  and 
another  distinct  part  is  to  be  State. 

I  wish  to  point  out  that  the  whole 
additional  investment  will  be  built  upon 
the  existing  Central  Valley  project,  upon 
which  the  Federal  Government  and  the 
taxpayers  of  the  Nation  have  already  ex¬ 
pended  $630  million,  and  upon  which 
they  are  pledged  to  spend  an  additional 
$230  million,  or  a  total  of  $860  million. 

Furthermore,  the  bill  calls  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  $290  million  for  the  Federal  share 
of  the  San  Luis  Dam  and  for  other 
'works,  and  authorizes  another  $190  mil¬ 
lion  for  a  distribution  system  in  the 
offing.  Roughly  we  are  going  to  have  a 
prior  investment  of  $1.3  billion. 

And  what  is  the  State’s  share  of  all  of 
this?  The  State  says,  “We  will  pay  some 
of  the  added  costs  of  the  foundations, 
which  have  to  be  dug,  at  a  cost  of  from 
$10  million  to  $17  million.”  This  is  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  immediate  contribution.  This  is 
the  partnership. 

This  is  a  marvelous  partnership  for 
California,  to  be  able  to  put  up  $10  mil¬ 
lion  to  $17  million  and  have  the  use  of 
$1.3  billion.  It  puts  in  the  shade  the  so- 
called  50-50  principle  of  the  hash  made 
out  of  one  horse  and  one  rabbit.  It  is 


much  worse.  It  is  more  like  one  mole¬ 
cule  compared  to  a  tremendous  aggrega¬ 
tion  of  material. 

Then  there  are  vague  promises  about 
the  future. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that  the 
whole  project  is  dependent  upon  many 
prior  Federal  projects,  including  the 
great  dams  up  north  at  the  base  of 
Shasta,  which  I  have  enumerated. 

There  is  the  exclusive  Federal  invest¬ 
ment  in  the  Delta  Cross  channel  or 
canal,  which  will  be  used  to  take  water 
from  the  Sacramento  River  to  the  pump¬ 
ing  station. 

Cheap  Federal  power  will  be  used  to 
lift  the  water  from  the  Sacramento 
Basin  into  the  San  Joaquin  Basin,  for 
the  so-called  Federal  part  of  the  proj¬ 
ect,  and  possibly  for  the  later  additions, 
and  so  on. 

The  San  Luis  Dam  will  be  a  joint 
facility 

The  Oroville  Dam,  which  has  been 
heralded  as  an  exclusive  State  project, 
is  to  have  a  large  Federal  investment  of 
“at  least” — those  were  Governor  Knight’s 
words — $75  million. 

Yet  these  new  additions  are  said  to 
be  exclusively  State  projects. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  full  naked¬ 
ness  of  this  project  is  becoming  manifest. 
I  should  say  that  the  partnership  is  like 
the  celebrated  cartoon  which  John  M. 
Baer  used  to  draw  and  have  published 
in  the  magazine  Labor,  in  which  he  had 
one  section  of  the  country  feeding  the 
cow  and  another  section  of  the  country 
milking  the  cow.  This  is  the  partner¬ 
ship.  The  rest  of  the  Nation  will  feed 
greenbacks  into  the  Central  Valley 
projects — hard-earned  money  for  which 
people  all  over  the  country  have  worked 
for,  and,  which  they  have  paid  in 
taxes — and  the  people  who  will  milk  the 
project  will  be  the  big  landowners  of 
the  valley. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  really  what  is  at 
stake  if  we  do  not  strike  out  the  section 
6(a)  which  seeks  to  bar  Reclamation 
law  from  any  application  to  their  joint 
project. 

Unless  there  are  further  questions  I 
am  disposed  to  yield  the  flood.  If  there 
are  any  Members  of  the  Senate  who  wish, 
to  interrogate  me  I  would  not  wish  to 
disappoint  them,  but  I  am  perfectly 
ready  to  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


Age  requirements  for  ELIGIBIL¬ 
ITY  FOR  OLD-AGE  AND  SURVI¬ 
VORS  INSURANCE 

Mr.  pROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  both 
houses  of  >he  Wisconsin  Legislature  have 
met  to  memorialize  this  Congress  to  re¬ 
duce  age  requirements  for  eligibility  for 
old-age  and  suvyivors  insurance  to  60 
years  of  age.  Lnse  all  memorials  from 
this  session  of  the  Wisconsin  Legislature, 
this  is  bipartisan.  The  Wisconsin  As¬ 
sembly  is  55  to  45  Democratic,  the  State 
senate  is  20  to  13  Republican. 

I  am  glad  to  commend  this  memorial 
to  my  colleagues.  \ 

As  one  who  has  been  to  literal  thou¬ 
sands  of  plant  gates  in  my  StatO^over 
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the  past  6  years  and  talked  to  hundred 
of  \housands  of  working  people,  I  can 
say  Vithout  qualification  that  no  single 
action,  of  the  Congress  would  be  more 
warmlys.  welcomed  by  working  people 
throughout  Wisconsin  than  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  social  security  age  eligibility 
which  this\memorial  proposes. 

I  can  recall  very  well  sitting  in  the 
Senate  gallery,  some  14  years  ago,  when 
I  was  in  the  Army  stationed  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  and  hearing  “Mr.  Republican” — 
Senator  Robert  Taft,  of  Ohio — talk  of 
the  golden  day  whfcn  American  citizens 
could  retire  at  an  earlier  age.  As  I  re¬ 
call,  he  may  have  mentioned  60  as  the 
objective  at  this  time. 

Of  course,  Mr.  President,  I  recognize 
that  such  a  retirement  provision  would 
be  very  expensive.  It  would  require  a 
sharp  increase  in  social  security  taxes  on 
both  employees  and  employers,  but  I 
think  the  suggestion  nevertheless  has 
very  great  merit;  and  I  suggest  my  col¬ 
leagues  can  benefit  from  careful  Nstudy 
of  the  reasons  for  the  reduction  in  social 
security  age  set  forth  in  the  resolution. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Presi; 
dent,  that  the  resolution  be  printed  ii 
the  body  of  the  Record,  immediately  fol¬ 
lowing  these  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Joint  Resolution  4,  A 
Joint  resolution  memorializing  Congress  to 
reduce  age  requirements  for  eligibility  for 
old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
Whereas  there  is  a  serious  shortage  of  jobs 
across  the  Nation;  and 

Whereas  automation  or  the  use  of  modern¬ 
ized  machinery  has  enabled  industry  to  boost 
production  while  the  job  market  sags  fur¬ 
ther;  and 

Whereas  unemployment  in  Wisconsin  is 
still  widespread;  and 

Whereas  people  over  60  years  of  age  with  no 
special  skills  find  it  almost  impossible  to 
obtain  jobs;  and 

Whereas  the  employment  outlook  for  young 
people  is  considerably  dimmed  because  older 
workers  with  seniority  rights  are  continued 
at  arduous  tasks  which  tax  their  strength 
and  vitality  in  order  to  meet  requirements 
under  present  retirement  plans:  Now,  there¬ 
fore,  be  it 

Resolved,  by  the  assembly,  the  senate  cony 
curring,  That  the  legislature  urge  the  Cor 
gress  of  the  United  States  to  reevaluate  tne 
age  requirements  for  eligibility  for  olcKage 
and  survivors  insurance  in  an  effort  to  pro¬ 
vide  social  security  for  unemployed  older 
workers  at  an  earlier  age;  and  be  it  further 
Resolved  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be 
sent  to  the  Honorable  Dwight  D /Eisenhower, 
to  each  Member  of  the  House  oi  Representa¬ 
tives  from  Wisconsin,  to  Senators  Proxmire 
and  Wiley  and  to  the  Governor  and  legisla¬ 
tive  body  of  each  State. 

Phillip 

President  of  the  Senate, 
Lawrence  R.  Larsen, 

cafe/  Clerk  of  the  Senate. 
Gec/rge  Molinaro, 

Speaker  of  the  Assembly. 
Borman  C.  Anderson, 

'Chief  Clerk  of  the  Assembly. 


AWARpr  TO  CANON  CITY  CHAMBER 
OF  COMMERCE 
CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  the 
Cafion  City,  Colo.,  Chamber  of  Commerce 
afas  won  recognition  for  its  outstanding 


achievement  in  developing  a  better  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  American  economic 
system. 

The  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the 
United  States  gave  its  top  award  of  1958 
to  the  Canon  City  Chamber  of  Commerce 
for  its  economic  understanding  program, 
and  I  believe  it  an  honor  which  was  well 
deserved.  I  am  most  happy  at  the  prize¬ 
winning  activity. 

Dr.  Kon  Wyatt,  Sr.  is  president  of  the 
Canon  City  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and 
George  Reitemeier  is  the  manager  of 
the  livewire  organization.  Joe  Chap¬ 
man  is  another  leader  in  the  very  worth¬ 
while  program  which  made  it  possible 
for  the  Canon  City  organization  to  re¬ 
ceive  this  national  honor. 

Canon  City  has  many  attractions. 
The  bridge  across  the  Royal  Gorge  at  this 
place  is  one  of  the  most  spectacular 
sights  in  the  Nation. 

But  Canon  City  is  not  dependent  on 
spectacular  scenery  to  justify  its  ex¬ 
istence.  It  has  a  population  of  17,500, 
has  good  schools  and  churches,  manu¬ 
facturing,  industry,  fine  homes  and  hap¬ 
py  people. 

But  the  chamber  of  commerce  inar 
■urated  a  program  which  is  worthy /6f 
:gh  praise,  and  this  was  not  overlooked 
bVthe  U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce/when 
it  presented  its  top  award  to  th§/Canon 
City  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

TheYbusiness  relations  confinittee  of 
the  chamber  of  commerce  >was  formed 
in  CanorkCity  only  shghthrmore  than  2 
years  ago\  Its  program/was  based  on 
the  belief  that  divisions^within  the  com¬ 
munity  and  i)he  lack  of  real  cooperation 
with  the  citizens  in  all  walks  of  life 
came  from  the\  lack  of  understanding 
of  each  other’s  raoblems.  This  was  the 
basis  for  the  program  which  has  de¬ 
veloped  national  recognition. 

It  was  felt;  the  best  start  for  such  a 
program  w/As  to  draw  together  the  busi¬ 
ness  people  of  the  community.  The  dis- 
cussiorygroup  program  was  the  kickoff. 
The  results  of  closer  unityVnd  coopera- 
tiorywere  felt  immediately  In  the  busi¬ 
ness  area.  The  other  groupsVprograms 
re  then  inaugurated,  and  Nvithin  a 
ew  short  months  walls  and  'barriers 
which  divided  the  groups  within  the 
community  were  torn  down. 

With  this  new  climate  of  relationships 
the  Canon  City  Chamber  of  Commerce 
took  many  steps  forward  in  solving  corns 
munity,  social  and  labor  problems. 

0  Among  the  outstanding  programs 
offered  during  the  year  was  a  Business- 
Clergy  Day.  Ministers  of  many  ‘ 
churches  attended  all-day  sessions  at 
six  diversified  business  firms.  In  this 
manner  many  concepts  not  correctly 
understood  were  explained,  which  dis¬ 
pelled  the  error  from  the  minds  of  the 
participants.  A  similar  program  was 
carried  out  for  the  teachers  and  edu¬ 
cators  of  Canon  City,  and  later  the 
businessmen  visited  the  schools. 

Over  50  business  and  professional  men 
and  women  participated  in  a  17-week 
course  in  basic  economics  to  prepare 
themselves  to  tell  the  story  of  free  en¬ 
terprise.  These  students  of  business 
acted  as  hosts  to  the  many  groups  which 
were  exposed  to  a  clearer  understanding 
of  economic  problems  and  their  influ¬ 


ence  on  social  and  political  issues.  The, 
course  provided  the  opportunity  to  man} 
to  gain  their  first  knowledge  of 
nomics.  Guest  speakers  were  frequent, 
and  told  the  story  of  free  enterprise 
and  its  advantages. 

This  outstanding  program  /brought 
about  better  team  play  in  the  commu¬ 
nity,  and  I  am  most  happy  the  U.S. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  ha V selected  the 
Canon  City  Chamber  of  /Commerce  for 
its  top  award  in  proijZoting  economic 
understanding. 


SIXTY-FIFTH  ANNIVERSARY  OF 

CATHOLIC  /CZECH  AMERICAN 

NEWSPAPER  NAROD 

Mr.  HRU9KA.  Mr.  President,  on  May 
16th  the  Ouholic  Czech  American  news¬ 
paper,  the  Narod  will  publish  an  anniver¬ 
sary  issue  marking  its  65th  year  of  unin¬ 
terrupted  existence. 

lis  newspaper  was  founded  as  a  daily 
by/the  late  Right  Reverend  Abbot  Pro- 
>pius  Neuzil,  O.A.B.,  in  1894.  It  was 
"published  by  the  Benedictine  Fathers  of 
St.  Procopius  Abbey  as  a  daily  until  1954, 
when  it  was  changed  to  a  semi-weekly 
publication. 

Originally  its  publication  was  entirely 
in  the  Czech  language.  It  is  published 
at  this  time  in  that  language  with  a  12- 
page  supplement  in  the  English  language. 

It  has  served  the  cause  of  America 
well  among  immigrants  from  Czechoslo¬ 
vakia,  in  many  ways,  toward  the  goal  and 
objectives  of  good  American  citizenship. 
Traditionally,  it  has  taken  a  leading  role 
in  many  Catholic  social  and  charitable 
endeavors  among  the  Czech  Catholic 
people. 

In  more  recent  years,  it  has  taken  its 
place  among  those  foremost  in  vigorously 
exposing  and  opposing  communism  in 
this  country.  Especially  has  it  striven  to 
counteract  the  Communist  lies  and  prop¬ 
aganda  which  are  circulated  among  and 
directed  against  Americans  of  Czech  and 
Slovak  origin. 

The  leaders  and  the  publishers  of  this 
journal  are  to  be  congratulated  upon 
this  journal’s  attaining  its  65th  anni¬ 
versary.  They  are  to  be  commended  for 
their  leadership  and  vision,  as  well  as 
their  constant  efforts,  to  attain  the  best 
in  American  citizenship. 

May  their  efforts  continue  with  the 
.same  dedication  and  the  same  zeal  into 
Le  many  years  which  lie  ahead. 

”  >> 

SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY 
PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA" 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  44)  to  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the 
San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  proj¬ 
ect,  California,  to  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  State  of  California  with 
respect  to  the  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  such  unit,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 


0 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


7078 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Douglas  in  the  chair).  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  under¬ 
stand  it  is  the  intention  of  the  leadership 
either  to  recess  or  adjourn  tonight  and 
to  proceed  with  the  debate  tomorrow.  I 
am  much  pleased,  as  usual,  to  accommo¬ 
date  the  leadership,  but  I  have  a  couple 
of  matters  I  desire  to  put  in  the  Record. 

I  have  received  a  telegram  from  one 
of  the  leaders  of  the  Young  Democrats  of 
the  State  of  California,  Mr.  Keith  Mur¬ 
ray,  350  Santa  Clara,  Oakland,  Calif., 
in  which  he  states : 

Urge  fight  for  unqualified  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion  in  San  Luis  bill  on  behalf  of  California 
Democrats  who  seek  a  State  limitation  but 
are  deceived  into  supposing  this  bill  all  right. 

That  telegram  is  only  one  of  the  many 
additional  communications  which  are 
being  received  from  Democrats  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  let  me  say  to  the  junior  Senator 
from  California  and  my  very  good  Demo¬ 
cratic  friends  from  the  House  who  are 
also  interested  in  the  bill,  showing  the 
Democratic  Party  policy  in  California. 
I  am  informed  that  it  has  always  been 
consistent  with  the  policy  of  the  National 
Democratic  Party  in  regard  to  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  protecting  the  small  family-sized 
farm  in  connection  with  the  160-acre 
limitation. 

I  do  not  intend  to  walk  out  on  that 
Democratic  Party  policy.  I  intend  to 
fight  for  it  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

I  have  received  another  communication, 
from  a  very  fine  Democratic  leader  of 
California,  Miss  Anga  Bjornson,  who,  I 
am  sure,  is  well  known  to  the  junior 
Senator  from  California  and  to  my 
Democratic  friends  in  the  House  who  are 
very  much  interested  in  the  bill.  She  is 
one  of  the  leaders  of  the  Democratic 
Party  in  California,  and  at  the  present 
time  is  a  member  of  the  Democratic  cen¬ 
tral  committee  of  that  State. 

I  received  a  letter  from  her  today.  I 
think  she  addressed  another  letter,  of 
somewhat  different  content,  but  the 
same  meaning,  to  my  great  leader  in  this 
debate,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas!. 

She  pointed  out  that  last  Thursday 
she  sat  in  the  Senate  gallery  and  listened 
to  the  debate  in  the  Senate,  participated 
in  by  the  two  Senators  from  California, 
the  Senator  from  Illinois,  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon.  In  this  letter,  which 
I  shall  place  in  the  Record  with  the  con¬ 
sent  of  the  Senate,  she  states  that  she 
agrees  with  the  position  taken  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  and  the  Senators 
from  Oregon,  and  disagrees  with  the 
position  taken  by  the  two  Senators  from 
California  in  regard  to  section  6(a)  of 
the  bill. 

She  is  a  member  of  the  Democratic 
Central  Committee  of  California.  She 
so  completely  agrees  with  us  and  so 
completely  disagrees  with  the  reported 
position  of  the  Governor  of  California 
on  this  question  that  she  sent  us  a  copy 
of  the  letter  which  she  has  written  to 
the  Governor  of  California,  seeking  to 
apprise  him  of  the  fact  that  she  does 
not  believe  that  he  has  been  fully  in¬ 


formed  as  to  the  implications  of  section 
6(a)  of  the  bill,  and  suggesting  that  he 
obtain  a  little  better  understanding  of 
the  facts  before  he  permits  his  name  to 
be  used  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  in 
support  of  section  6(a). 

The  question  was  asked  this  afternoon 
by  the  senior  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Kuchel]  as  to  who  speaks  for  the 
people  of  California.  The  Senator  from 
California  seems  to  think  the  Governor 
of  California  speaks  for  the  people  of 
California.  My  reply  is  that  he  does  not 
if  he  is  wrong  on  an  issue.  The  only 
thing  that  speaks  for  the  people  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  the  right  side  of  an  issue;  and 
if  a  Governor  is  wrong  on  an  issue,  I 
do  not  accept  him  as  speaking  for  the 
people  of  California.  I  am  sorry  if  the 
Governor  believes — although  we  have 
nothing  in  the  Record  which  specifically 
so  states — that  section  6(a)  should  re¬ 
main  in  the  bill,  in  the  light  of  the  rec¬ 
ord  made  in  this  debate.  If  we  had  any¬ 
thing  of  the'  sort  in  the  record,  the  only 
conclusion  I  could  reach  would  be  that 
on  that  issue  Pat  Brown  would  be  dead 
wrong. 

If  the  two  Senators  from  California 
wish  to  use  Pat  Brown,  the  Governor 
of  California,  as  a  witness  in  support  of 
section  6(a),  I  believe  they  should  getr 
from  the  Governor  of  California  a  state¬ 
ment  for  the  Record  tomorrow  to  the 
effect  that  he  has  read  the  debates,  that 
he  has  read  the  arguments  advanced  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  against  section 
6(a) ,  and  that  he  thinks  the  issue  should 
be  decided  by  way  of  an  amendment  to 
the  reclamation  laws  rather  than  by 
the  courts  of  America,  which  have  au¬ 
thority  to  decide  questions  affecting  the 
application  of  the  reclamation  laws. 

If  the  name  of  the  Governor  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  to  be  used  in  debate  in  support 
of  the  contention  that  the  Governor  be¬ 
lieves  section  6(a)  should  remain  in  the 
bill,  I  believe  we  should  have  a  statement 
from  the  Governor  for  the  record.  I 
cannot  purport  to  speak  for  the  Gover¬ 
nor  of  California,  but  I  have  a  very  high 
regard  for  him.  I  had  a  high  regard  for 
him  when  he  was  attorney  general  of  the 
State  of  California.  I  have  a  high  re¬ 
gard  for  him  as  Governor  of  California. 

I  think  it  is  very  easy  to  give  the  impres¬ 
sion  in  this  debate  that  the  Governor  of 
California  is  for  the  bill,  unchanged, 
when  he  has  not  had  the  benefit  of  a 
study  of  the  debates  and  the'  arguments 
which  have  been  made. 

This  afternoon  a  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Carroll],  after  becoming  familiar  with 
the  content  of  the  debate,  stated  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  that  he  agrees  that 
section  6(a)  should  be  dropped  from  the 
bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  letter  which  I  have  received 
from  Miss  Bjornson  and  a  copy  of  the 
letter  she  wrote  to  Governor  Brown,  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  I  shall  delete  from  the  two 
letters  any  language  which  could  pos¬ 
sibly  violate  rule  XIX  of  the  Senate. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record 
as  follows : 
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Piedmont,  Calif.,  May  8,  1959. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  Yesterday,  I  had  the 
privilege  of  sitting  in  the  balcony  of  the 
Senate,  listening  to  the  magnificent  discus¬ 
sion  by  both  you  and  Senator  Douglas  and 
Senator  Lausche.  As  you  may  know,  I  am  a 
resident  in  the  State  of  California  and  a 
member  of  the  Democratic  central  commit¬ 
tee  of  that  State.  In  1954,  this  is  incidental, 
I  ran  for  the  Senate  and  received  130,000 
votes.  I  merely  state  this  to  let  you  know 
that  I  have  been  more  than  casually  inter¬ 
ested  in  politics. 

In  all  my  political  activity  in  the  State  I 
have  fought  for  the  Reclamation  Act  and  I 
always  find  that  the  citizens  of  my  commu¬ 
nity  agreed  100  percent  with  my  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  that  basic  act.  I  know,  therefore, 
that  if  the  people  of  California  had  heard 
your  speeches  yesterday,  they  would  have 
applauded  95  percent. 

Unfortunately,  as  no  one  knows  better 
than  you  how  difficult  it  is  to  make  people 
aware  of  the  fights  that  take  place  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  as  well  as  State 
legislatures  *  •  *. 

I  know  Governor  Brown  personally,  and  he 
knows  that  I  have  worked  in  the  State  for 
the  Democratic  Party  and  also  supported 
him  wholeheartedly  in  every  election  in 
which  he  has  been  a  candidate. 

I  am  enclosing  a  copy  of  the  letter  I  am 
sending  to  him  in  regard  to  the  debate  which 
took  place  yesterday.  I  hope  you  have  time 
in  your  busy  schedule  to  read  what  I  am 
sending  you.  I  am  sending  similar  letters  to 
Senators  Douglas  and  Lausche. 

Thanking  you  again,  and  someday  I  hope 
you,  too,  will  have  your  name  and  picture  in 
the  room  in  the  Senate  dedicated  to  great 
Senators.  You  surely  deserve  it. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Anga  Bjornson. 

Piedmont,  Calif.,  May  8,  1959. 
Hon.  Edmund  G.  Brown, 

Governor,  Sacramento,  Calif. 

Dear  Pat:  I’ve  been  visiting  across  the 
country  for  a  few  weeks  now,  and  came  in 
to  Washington,  D.C.,  just  in  time  to  see  the 
Congress  in  action  yesterday.  I  sat  in  the 
balcony  of  the  Senate  during  the  debate  on 
S.  44,  the  San  Luis  project.  It  puzzled  me 
to  see  a  man  whom  all  liberal  Democrats 
admire,  Senator  Paul  Douglas,  of  Illinois, 
take  the  lead  in  opposition  to  S.  44  as  offered 
by  our  two  California  Senators,  Kuchel  and 
Engle.  He  pointed  out  that  he  was  for  the 
development  of  the  water  and  land  potentials 
of  our  rich  Central  Valley,  that  his  opposi¬ 
tion  to  S.44  was  because  it  destroyed  the 
long-established  land  policies  of  this  Na¬ 
tion  as  contained  in  the  acreage  limitation 
law  of  1902.  As  you  know,  the  law  provides 
that  Federal  monies  and  subisidies  for  water 
development  must  not  result  in  enrichment 
of  those  land  profiteers  who  get  more  than 
enough  water  from  such  installations  than 
is  required  for  a  family  sized  farm. 

When  all  the  camouflage  was  lifted  by 
Senator  Douglas’  brilliant  attack  on  S.  44, 
it  was  apparent  that  we  are  dealing  here 
with  an  attempt  of  the  big  landowners,  the 
corporations  like  the  Southern  Pacific  with 
120,000  acres  of  land  gotten  through  false 
promises  in  which  they  promised  to  build 
a  railroad  which  they  never  built,  get  a  tre¬ 
mendous  windfall  through  the  construction 
of  the  San  Luis  project.  What  surprised 
me  was  that  the  California  Senators  did  not 
answer  this  charge,  as  the  record  of  the  de¬ 
bate  amply  shows. 

But  a  Senator  said  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  that  you  had  proposed  a  plan  for 
the  expenditure  of  $11  billion  of  money  in 
a  State  water  project,  which  included  the 
State’s  part  of  the  San  Luis.  Am  I  to  under- 
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stand,  as  a  Californian  who,  as  you  know 
has  taken  and  now  takes  a  very  active  part 
in  the  political  and  public  life  of  the  State, 
that  we  are  to  bond  ourselves  and  the  next 
generation  for  40  years  to  come  for  this 
enormous  sum  to  benefit  the  rich  corpora¬ 
tions  owning  the  bulk  of  the  land  to  be 
irrigated  by  the  San  Luis  project? 

I  have  been  proud  of  our  Democratic  plat¬ 
form.  And  when  a  Senator  read  a  telegram 
from  you  on  this  whole  subject,  urging  the 
passage  of  S.  44  as  introduced,  saying  that 
at  some  future  time,  whenever  it  seems  ap¬ 
propriate,  the  matter  will  be  taken  up  with 
the  legislature,  imposing  acreage  limitations 
through  State  law  to  prevent  large  land¬ 
holders  benefiting  from  public  development 
of  irrigation  water,  I  was  astonished. 

For  surely  one  could  not  pass  a  bad  law 
now  and  then  hope  to  change  the  situation 
at  some  future  time  when  the  dam  is  built 
and  the  water  is  being  spread  on  the  lands 
of  the  corporation  farms.  For  we  all  know 
very  well,  that  to  get  legislation  passed  then, 
or  to  get  these  corporation  farms  to  sign 
contracts  to  dispose  of  their  excess  lands 
then,  will  prove  utterly  impossible. 

Frankly,  Governor  Brown,  I  feel  it  is  be¬ 
cause  these  great  land  owners  do  not  fear 
the  fulfillment  of  such  a  promise  as  was  read 
that  they  are  all  supporting  the  passage  of 
S.  44  now.  We,  the  people  of  California, 
and  you,  their  representative,  are  not  going 
to  link  ourselves  up  alongside  these  land 
grabbers  and  speculators  by  giving  them 
S.  44  as  introduced,  if  we  mean  to  keep 
faith  with  the  principles  of  democracy  in 
which  we  believe. 

This  is  what  Senator  Douglas  told  the 
Senate. 

In  my  humble  opinion,  you  should  wire 
our  representatives  in  both  Houses  of  Con¬ 
gress,  while  there  is  yet  time  to  save  the 
San  Luis  project,  to  pass  a  proper  measure, 
seeking  those  amendments  which  will  insure 
the  application  of  the  acreage  limitation 
law.  For  this  purpose,  all  of  section  6(a) 
should  be  stricken. 

The  language  appearing  on  page  3,  lines 
2  and  3  should  be  stricken,  reading  as  fol¬ 
lows:  “Except  so  far  as  the  provisions  there¬ 
of  are  inconsistent  with  this  act;”  and  all  of 
section  3,  (f),  (h),  and  (g)  should  be  re¬ 
moved.  Then  the  intent  of  the  act  will  be 
clearly  to  make  the  acreage  limitation  law 
apply  to  these  mixed  development  programs 
in  which  the  State  and  Nation  have  a  stake. 

Governor  Brown,  we  have  a  great  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  make  the  State  of  California  into 
the  “land  of  milk  and  honey”  its  people 
deserve.  But  we  cannot  do  it  by  turning 
over  the  riches  of  the  State’s  land  and 
waters  to  a  handful  of  national  corporations 
for  exploitation.  Let  us  live  up  to  the  high 
level  of  performance  we  all  expect  of  us  as 
the  first  Democratic  peoples’  government  in 
California  in  a  quarter  of  a  century.  Let  us 
act  on  this  matter  now. 

Let  us  not  forget  that  $11  billion  expanded 
by  the  State  of  California  will  be  a  bonded 
indebtedness  of  $21  billion  in  40  years.  These 
are  tax-exempt  bonds  from  which  banks  will 
benefit  at  a  time  we  cannot  find  enough 
money  to  finance  our  schools.  Why  not  use 
the  interest  free  money  provided  by  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  Reclamation 
Act? 

Sincerely  yours, 

Anga  Bjornson. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  in  order 
that  there  may  be  no  misunderstanding, 
when  I  first  received  the  telegram  from 
the  head  of  the  California  Grange,  Mr. 
George  Sehlmeyer,  I  read  it  as  follows: 

California  State  Grange  supports  amend¬ 
ments  S.  44  all  waters  delivered  from  San 
Luis  projects  be  under  reclamation  law. 
Therefore,  suggest  section  6(a)  be  deleted 
from  the  bill. 


When  the  telegram  arrived,  it  read 
“suggest  section  6  be  deleted  from  the 
bill.’’  I  was  satisfied  that  there  was  a 
typographical  error.  He  would  not  send 
me  a  telegram  urging  that  all  of  section 
6  be  eliminated,  but  only  section  6(a). 
So  my  office  got  into  telephonic  com¬ 
munication  with  Mr.  Sehlmeyer,  and  I 
was  authorized  to  correct  his  telegram 
in  accordance  with  his  intention  when 
he  sent  it,  so  as  to  read  “suggest  sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  be  deleted  from  the  bill’’ 
rather  than  “section  6.” 

This  means  that  the  head  of  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Grange  believes  that  section  6(a) 
should  be  stricken  from  the  bill.  That 
brings  the  head  of  the  Grange  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  along  with  the  leaders  of  the 
Farmers’  Union,  in  support  of  the  Doug- 
las-Morse-Neuberger  amendment. 

In  order  that  I  may  have  it  in  the 
Record  for  purposes  of  reference  tomor¬ 
row,  I  invite  attention  to  an  article  en¬ 
titled  “The  Land,”  published  in  the  Ore¬ 
gon  Grange  Bulletin  for  May  5,  1959, 
discussing  the  San  Luis  bill,  and  giving 
great  support  to  the  position  which  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  and  the  two  Sen¬ 
ators  from  Oregon  have  taken  on  this 
issue. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

The  Land 

Ever  since  its  founding,  the  United  States 
has  been  fighting  to  keep  vast  areas  of  pro¬ 
ductive  land  out  of  the  hands  of  the  few. 
One  result  has  been  that  except  for  minor 
instances,  the  United  States  has  avoided  the 
land  problems  that  have  haunted  most  of 
the  rest  of  the  world. 

The  battle  has  not  been  easy.  The  power 
that  lies  in  the  ownership  of  huge  areas  of 
soil  has  always  attracted  men  of  wealth  and 
ambition.  Whole  landed,  empires  have  been 
built  by  individuals  in  Europe,  Asia,  and 
South  America.  An  impoverished  peasantry 
was  almost  always  the  result.  Revolutions 
have  flourished  in  the  need  for  land  reform. 

By  and  large,  American  democracy  can 
claim  its  basic  foundation  in  the  family 
farm  of  reasonably  small  dimensions.  For 
more  than  a  century  great  American  figures 
sprang  from  the  soil.  The  independent 
farmer  was  a  figure  of  sturdy  tradition. 

One  reason  for  the  existence  of  this  kind 
of  rural  life  was  the  success  of  the  Federal 
Government  in  limiting  the  amount  of  land 
that  settlers  could  farmstead,  in  limiting  the 
acreage  that  could  take  advantage  of  Fed¬ 
eral  irrigation  projects.  The  160-acre  quarter 
section?  was  the  standard — at  most,  320  acres 
for  a  man  and  his  wife. 

This  160-acre  limitation  of  irrigated  land 
has  always  been  fought  bitterly  by  land  spec¬ 
ulators  or  developers.  This  has  been  espe¬ 
cially  true  in  desert  areas  where  land  can  be 
bought  for  a  song  and  overnight  become 
immensely  valuable  should  multimillion- 
dollar  irrigation  systems  be  installed  by  the 
Government. 

This  has  been  especially  true  in  California, 
in  particular  the  great  Central  Valley  whose 
topsoil  is  the  richest  in  the  world,  needing 
only  water  to  produce  bumper  crop  after 
bumper  crop.  For  the  most  part  the  water 
that  it  has  comes  through  federally  built 
dams  and  works.  This  water  is  subject  to 
the  Federal  160-acre  limitation  except  on 
agreement  by  the  owner  to  sell  his  excess 
irrigable  land  after  10  years. 

Big  landowners,  at  times,  have  gone  along 
with  this  stipulation  reluctantly.  But  mostly 
they  have  fought  in  one  way  or  another  to 
break  down  the  160-acre  limitation. 
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They  are  doing  It  now  In  California’s  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  in  a  highly  legalistic  maneuver 
that  seeks  to  take  advantage  of  the  present 
States  rights  and  partnership  atmosphere  so 
strongly  favored  by  the  Eisenhower  admin¬ 
istration. 

The  project  involves  the  Federal  San  Luis 
service  area  where  irrigation  works  are  to  be 
built  serving  a  large  area  mostly  owned  by  a 
relative  handful  of  individuals  and  corpora¬ 
tions.  Construction  of  this  project  by  the 
Federal  Government  with  Federal  acreage 
limitation  provisions  included  has  always 
been  opposed  by  big  leaders  among  the  land 
interests. 

Now,  suddenly,  everybody  seems  to  be  for 
it.  Why?  Because  a  scheme  has  been  de¬ 
veloped  to  circumvent  the  acreage  limitation 
provision.  The  proposal  is  that  the  Federal 
and  State  Governments  will  build  the  project 
jointly. 

The  Federal  part  of  the  project,  of  course, 
will  come  under  the  Federal  160-acre  limi¬ 
tations.  But  what  about  the  State  part 
which  won’t  get  built  unless  there  are  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  to  start  with?  Are  there  adequate 
provisions  in  the  proposed  legislation  to  make 
sure  that  the  State  doesn’t  turn  around, 
flaunt  the  160-acre  limitation  and  put  untold 
millions  of  dollars  into  the  pockets  of  the 
area’s  hugh  landowners  who  will  see  their 
desert  holdings  turned  into  gardens  at  the 
expense  of  both  National  and  State  tax¬ 
payers? 

There  have  been  many  pious  expressions  of 
California  politicians  that  this  mustn’t 
happen  and  won’t  happen. 

Nevertheless,  there  are  other  groups  that 
are  convinced  that  this  is  exactly  what  will 
happen  unless  iron-clad  restrictions  are 
placed  in  the  Federal  legislation  authorizing 
Federal  participation  in  the  project. 

What  they  point  to  is  a  clause  in  the  bill 
now  before  the  Senate  which  says  “the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  shall 
not  be  applicable  to  water  deliveries  or  to  the 
use  of  drainage  facilities  serving  lands  under 
contract  with  the  State  to  receive  a  water 
supply,  outside  of  the  Federal  San  Luis 
service  area.” 

They  see  another  provision  which  would 
make  it  possible  for  a  complacently  minded 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  turn  over  the 
whole  business  to  the  State  under  conditions 
that  would  ignore  the  160-acre  limitations. 

And  they  don’t  trust  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  to  resist  the  powerful  landholding 
groups  that  are  well  represented  both  in 
Sacramento  and  Washington. 

Groups  which  are  alarmed  at  what  they 
fear  are  clearly  moves  to  get  the  camel’s  nose 
under  the  tent  are  the  California  Water  and 
Power  Users  Association,  the  California 
Labor  Federation,  AFL-CIO,  the  California 
Federation  of  Young  Democrats,  and  the 
California  State  Grange. 

Another  strong  fighter  against  the  opening 
of  the  door  to  a  breakdown  of  the  160-acre 
limitation  is  editor  George  Ballis  of  the 
labor -owned  Valley  Labor  Citizen,  published 
in  Fresno,  which  is  in  the  heart  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley. 

These  groups  are  convinced  that  unless  the 
huge  landowners  who  will  profit  enormously 
by  the  project  are  placed  under  tight  record¬ 
able  contracts  to  sell  their  excess  land  at  the 
end  of  10  years,  in  accordance  with  previous 
precedents,  the  entire  160-acre  limitation 
principle  will  be  at  stake  and  the  door  will 
be  opened  to  immensely  rich  land  domains 
that  public  policy  has  always  opposed. 

They  don’t  want  assurances  that  every¬ 
thing  will  be  all  right.  They  want  tight  con¬ 
tracts  before  work  is  even  begun.  They  haw 
been  told  that  unless  the  law  is  passed  with¬ 
out  such  contracts,  the  project  won’t  be  built. 
In  view  of  the  immense  principle  at  stake  and 
the  huge  windfall  that  a  handful  of  land- 
owners  stand  to  make,  they  are  willing  to  risk 
that. 
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The  acreage  in  the  Federal  part  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  totals  over  450,000  acres.  The  State  will 
serve  a  much  larger  but  as  yet  not  clearly 
defined  area.  Some  12  percent  of  the  owners 
hold  over  76  percent  of  the  land.  One  rail¬ 
road  company,  Southern  Pacific,  holds  title  to 
120,000  acres  obtained  75  years  ago  as  part 
of  the  biggest  Federal  giveaway  program  of 
all  time. 

Acreage  in  the  State  part  of  the  project  is 
even  more  extensive. 

Some  of  the  other  huge  owners  are:  Stand¬ 
ard  Oil,  Tidewater  Oil,  Shell  Oil,  DiGiorgio 
Fruit  C®rp.,  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  and  Kern 
County  Land  Co. 

In  some  cases  the  huge  areas  go  back  to 
the  Spanish  era  before  the  entry  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  into  the  Union.  In  others,  corpora¬ 
tions  have  systematically  bought  up  large 
areas  of  dry  land  for  low  prices.  In  others, 
as  in  the  case  of  DiGiorgio,  the  land  was  ac¬ 
quired  in  comparatively  recent  years. 

In  any  event,  land  that  today  may  be  worth 
a  few  hundred  dollars  an  acre  will  be  worth 
$1,000  or  more  once  there  is  a  possibility  of 
attaining  cheap  irrigation  water  provided  by 
the  American  taxpayers  both  on  the  State 
and  Federal  levels. 

But  even  more  important  than  the  im¬ 
mense  dollar  windfalls  is  the  social  principle 
of  whether  huge  land  holdings  are  to  be 
encouraged,  “factories  in  the  fields”  extended, 
and  the  best  land  in  California  permanently 
controlled  by  the  few. 

The  issue  is  expected  to  come  under  debate 
in  the  Senate  shortly.  What  Congress  decides 
to  do  will  be  crucial  for  California’s  future. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  leadership,  I  yield  the 
floor  at  this  point,  with  the  understand¬ 
ing  that  I  shall  continue  my  discussion 
of  this  issue  in  the  debate  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hart 
in  the  chair).  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
under  the  order  previously  agreed  to,  I 
move  that  the  Senate - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  if  my  colleagues  from  Oregon 
arid  Illinois  will  lend  me  their  ears  for 
a  moment.  Earlier  today  I  asked  if  there 
was  an  opportunity  for  an  agreement  to 
be  reached  that  at  a  time  certain  the 
Senate  may  proceed  to  vote.  This  is  the 
third  day  now  that  we  have  devoted  to 
this  proposed  legislation.  I  believe  that 
the  record  has  been  thoroughly  embel¬ 
lished.  Would  there  be  any  disposition 
on  the  part  of  my  two  valiant  and  valued 
friends  to  enter  into  a  reasonable  agree¬ 
ment  on  a  time  to  vote? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  ready  to  vote  now. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Then  I  wonder,  in 
view  of  that  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon,  if  he  would  agree  to  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement  that  we 
shall  vote  at  a  time  certain  tomorrow, 
since  many  of  my  friends  have  left  the 
Chamber  with  the  understanding  that 
there  would  not  be  any  vote  tonight. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  would  be  ready  to 
have  a  vote  on  the  amendment  right  now. 


without  any  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Inasmuch  as  several 
Senators  on  my  side  of  the  aisle  have 
been  told  that  there  would  be  no  vote  this 
evening,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  vote  on  the  pending  amendment  be 
taken  1  hour  after  the  end  of  the  morn¬ 
ing  hour  tomorrow. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  could  not  agree  to 
that.  J- 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Two  hours  after  the. 
morning  hour.  " 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  could  not  agree  to 
that. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is  my  friend  from 
Oregon  prepared  to  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  to  vote  on  the  amendment  at  any 
time  tomorrow? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  for  letting  nature 
take  its  course. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  regret  that  my 
friend  is  prepared  to  vote  now,  when 
there  are  so  few  Senators  in  the  Cham¬ 
ber,  but  is  not  prepared  to  vote  tomor¬ 
row  at  a  time  certain,  when  we  might 
have  a  substantial  number  of  Senators 
voting  on  this  important  issue.  Would 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  be  prepared 
to  agree  to  a  time  certain  on  Wednesday 
of  this  week? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  would  rather  wait  to 
hear  from  the  country.  I  will  not  enter 
into  an  agreement  now. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is-'there  not  some  in¬ 
consistency  in  the  position  the  Senator 
trikes?  He  is  prepared  to  vote  now - 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  merely  trying  to 
be  a  good  parliamentary  general. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  that,  of 
course,  the  situation  is  that  if  we  were  to 
vote  now  we  would  win. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  an  unfortunate 
attitude  for  my  able  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  to  take. 

I  have  said  that  we  should  vote  this 
issue  up  or  down,  but  certainly  not  with 
offly  a  handful  of  Senators  on  the  floor. 

I  say  we  should  let  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  stand  up  and  be  counted, 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
from  California  has  it  in  his  parliamen¬ 
tary  power  to  determine,  when  this 
question  will  finally  come  to  a  vote  so 
far  as  his  side  is  concerned,  whenever 
those  who  support  his  position  are  here. 

I  can  assure  the  Senator  that  is  going 
to  be  the  position  taken  by  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  on  the  opposition  side.  So 
we  have  not  reached  such  a  state  in  this 
debate  when  I  could  possibly  agree  to  fix 
any  time  certain,  other  than  now,  for  a 
vote. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  regret  that  very 
much,  because  if  my  able  friend  from 
Oregon  is  willing  to  vote  now  I  do  not 
see  why  he  should  not  be  willing  to  enter 
into  a  unanimous- conserit  agreement,  so 
that  all  Senators  could  be  on  notice  that 
they  would  be  called  upon  to  vote  on  this 
important  issue  tomorrow. 

I  simply  want  the  Record  to  show  my 
regret  that  that  cannot  be  accomplished. 

Mr.  MORSE.  This  is  not  the  time  for 
me  to  discuss  the  policy  of  the  Senate  of 
having  most  of  its  votes  by  unanimous- 
consent  agreement.  I  have  long  been  an 
opponent  of  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ments,  as  a  general  policy,  for  voting  in 
the  Senate.  I  have  tried  to  accommo¬ 


date  the  leadership  in  regard  to  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreements.  However, 
certain  experiences  I  have  had  with 
unanimous-consent  agreements  have 
convinced  me  that  they  should  be  a  rar¬ 
ity  rather  than  the  general  rule.  All  I 
am  doing  now  is  for  the  first  time  ex¬ 
pressing  my  general  attitude  against  en¬ 
tering  into  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ments  to  vote  except  under  the  most  rare 
jkircqmstances. 


ADDRESS  DELIVERED  BY  FORMER 

SENATOR  KNOWLAND  AT  THE 

UNIVERSITY  OF .  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  on  May 
3,  at\the  Bancroft  Library,  University  of 
California,  our  former  Senate  Republi¬ 
can  leader,  Hon.  William  F.  Knowland, 
delivered  a  most  interesting  address.  In 
the  course  of  it  he  stated  that  the  papers 
and  documents  which  he  accumulated 
during  his  long  official  life  as  a  Senator 
will  be  made  available  to  our  great  State 
university.  His  comments  are  interest¬ 
ing  and  Constructive.  We  recall  with 
pleasure  Mis  many  years  of  service  here, 
and  we  remember  him  as  a  strong,  per¬ 
suasive  Senator,  who  received  the  high¬ 
est  honors!  his  Republican  colleagues 
could  accormhim.  But  beyond  that,  our 
Democratic  brethren,  like  those  on  this 
side  of  the  akle,  knew,  and  know.  Bill  * 
Knowland  as  a  good  friend.  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consentUhat  his  remarks  on  the 
occasion  referred  to  be  printed  in  the 
body  of  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  address 
was  ordered  to  ba  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:  \ 

Address  bt  Hon.  William  F.  Knowland 

I  am  very  happy  fin  be  back  on  the  cam¬ 
pus  today.  Little  dia  I  realize  30  years  ago 
while  studying  for  fiiUls  in  this  great  uni¬ 
versity  library  that  I  would  one  day  be 
delivering  a  lecture  her*. 

As  an  alumnus  of  tne  university  I  share 
the  pride  of  all  Californians  in  our  univer¬ 
sity,  which  has  come  to  »e  recognized  as  one 
of  the  greatest  institutions  of  learning  in 
the  entire  world.  \ 

When  the  invitation  wA  extended  to  me 
to  speak  at  this  meeting  bf  the  friends  of  I 
the  Bancroft  Library,  I  give  considerable 
thought  to  the  subject  matter.  Obviously, 
in  the  limitations  of  time  fiom  the  date  of 
the  invitation  to  today,  and  in  the  time 
allocated  for  my  remarks,  ybu  would  not 
expect  an  historic  paper  tof  the  first 
magnitude.  ! 

Yet,  having  such  a  high  regard  for  our 
university  and  the  Bancroft  Library,  I  did 
want  to  use  the  opportunity  to  make  a  pre¬ 
liminary  statement  which  might  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  preface  to  a  subsequent,  more 
detailed,  and  documented  paper!  on  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  growing  importance  in  thelpolitical, 
cultural  and  economic  life  of  our  country. 

There  is  also  much  than  can  and  needs  to 
be  said  on  the  U.S.  Senate,  as  one)  of  the 
great  legislative  bodies  of  the  world  riod  the 
functions  of  Senate  leaders,  majority  and 
minority.  \ 

In  131/2  years  in  the  Senate  of  the  Uriited 
States,  as  majority  or  minority  leadet  for 
6  of  those  years,  I  have,  of  course,  accumu¬ 
lated  a  considerable  number  of  documents, 
letters  and  memoranda,  at  least  a  partAof 
which  has  invaluable  historic  interest  and 
significance.  T\ 

I  hope  to  be  able  in  the  near  future  tb 
bring  some  order  out  of  the  strong  boxeA 
mail  bags,  and  filing  cabinets  that  fill  sev-\ 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passpu  measure  deferring  until  June  1  proclamation  of  marketing 
quotas  and  acreage  aymment  s  for  wheat.  House  appointed  conferees  on  second  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  bill.  Both  Houses  received  from  Presidenc\reorganization 
plan  to  transfer  ^forest  land  exchange  and  sale  authorities  from  Interior  to  IJSDA, 
House  committee/ordered  reported  bill  to  provide  Friday  off  for  holidays  on 
\Saturday,  S^fu  Cotton  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  coordinate  administration 
of  Federal/iersonrtel  loyalty  and  security  programs. 


SENATE 


1.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  44,  to  authorize  Interior  to  construct 
the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  reclamation  project,  Calif,  pp.  7160-75 
Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Douglas  to  limit  to  160  acres  the  amount  of 
land  for  which  water  from  the  project  may  be  furnished  to  each  land  owner, 
pp.  7160-70 

Rejected,  24  to  57,  a  motion  by  Sen.  Williams,  Del,,  to  recommit  the  bill  to 
the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  pp.  7170-4 

Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  contended  that  the  project  would  increase  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  surplus  commodities,  particularly  cotton,  stating  that  he  had  been  in¬ 
formed  by  this  Department  that  the  amendment  by  Sen.  Russell  to  prohibit  the 
production  of  basic  commodities  on  land  in  the  project  "would  apply  to  less 
than  one-fourth  of  the  acreage  devoted  to  any  of  the  basic  crops."  He  stated 
that  "the  Department  of  Agriculture  did  not  endorse  this  bill."  Sen.  Dirlcsen 
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replied  that  "This  subject  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior.  I  do  not  know  that  it  is  the  function  of  the  committee  to  ask  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  the  Department  of  Agriculture  whether  this  kind  of 
measure  should  be  approved,,"  pp,  7170-2 

2.  WATER  RESOURCES*  The  Vice  President  appointed  Sere  *  Martin,  McGee,  Moss,  and 

Scott  as  additional  members  of  the  Select  Senate  Committee  on  National  Water 
Resources,  p.  7151  / 

3.  FA^M  PRICES.  Sen.  Javits  inserted  an  Onondaga  County,  N.  Y.,  Dairy  Farmers 

America  resolution  favoring  legislation  "to  encourage  an  upward  trend  in  f^rm 
prices."  p.  7143  / 

4.  FORESTRY^  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  Itasca  County,  Minn.,  Board  of  Coipraissioners 

resolution  urging  Congress  "to  give  favorable  consideration  to  the  program  for 
national  forests  as  outlined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  t^ke  the  ap¬ 
propriate  action  to  implement  the  program,"  p.  7142  / 

5.  EMPLOYMENT.  Sen/\Bush  inserted  a  statement  by  Secretary  of  La^or  Mitchell, 

"Mitchell  Predicts',  Era  of  Prosperity,"  expressing  pleasure  oj/er  the  increase  ir 
employment  and  stating  that  "We  must  have  adequate  area  assistance  legislation.  - 
pp.  7152-3  \  / 

Sens.  Dirksen  and  Crark  expressed  satisfaction  over  fcne  improvement  in  the 
employment  situation.  pK  7154,  7176  / 

6.  CIVIL  DEFENSE.  Sen.  Young,  O'.,  charged  that  "civil /defense  as  it  has  been 

handled  in  the  Nation  and  as  It  is  presently  being  handled  under  the  guise  of 
Office  of  Civil  Defense  Mobilization  is  a  wasteful,  unnecessary,  and  enormously 
expensive  bureaucracy."  p.  7153\  / 

HOUSE  / 

7.  FORESTRY.  Both  Houses  received  from  the)<President  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of 

1959,  which  transfers  from  Interior  to/Tol^st  Service  functions  related  to 
exchange  of  national  forest  land  or  tamber''for  other  lands  in  national  forests, 
the  sale  of  tracts  of  national  forest  land  found  necessary  for  the  processing 
of  timber  from  the  Tongass  National  Forest,  the  sale  of  small  tracts  of  acquired 
national  forest  land  found  chiefly  valuable  for  agriculture,  and  the  disposal 
of  common  varieties  of  sand,  gravel,  stone,  pumice,  and  other  materials  from 
lands  reserved  from  the  public  domain  under  FS  jurisdiction. To  Government 
Operations  Committee.  (H.  Doc.  140)  N, 

8.  WHEAT,  Passed  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  94,  requiring\the  Secretary  to  post¬ 

pone  until  June  1  (instead  of  May  15)  the  proclamation  of\jarketing  quotas  and 
thevnational  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  for  1960.  This  measure  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President,  p.  7180  \ 

9.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Jiouse  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  5916,  the,  second  supple¬ 

mental  appropriations  bill.  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointedNyP.  7180 

10.  PERSONNEL;  ACCOUNTING.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  ordered  re¬ 
ported  two  bills:  (1)  H.  R.  5752,  to  provide  for  absence  from  duty  by  civilian 
officers  and  employees  of  the  Government  on  Fri.  when  a  holiday  falls  on  sat.; 
with’  an  amendment  to  make  the  bill  effective  July  1,  1959,  and  (2)  H.  R.  61J4, 
without  amendihent,  to  amend, the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945  tor.pliminate 
the  Authority  to  charge  to  certain  current  appropriations  or  allotments  the 
gross  amount  of  salary  earnings  of  Federal  employees  for  certain  pay  periods 
occurring  in  part  in  previous  fiscal  years,  p.  D345 
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production  of  military  goods,  and  technical 
development.  Resources  can  be  diverted  at 
will  do  meet  special  requirements.  The  sys¬ 
tem  lu\s  achieved  controlled  power  in  the 
hands  orvthe  government,  which  thus  has  be¬ 
come  a  serious  threat  to  free  nations.  This 
impressive  growth  of  power  has  also  had  great 
propaganda  value  in  countries  where  govern¬ 
ment  leaders!^  is  weak  and  poverty  is  gen¬ 
eral.  Yet  Sovie\  power  has  been  achieved  at 
the  expense  of  tSe  standard  of  living  of  the 
Russian  general  public,  and  it  has  deliberate, 
ly  milked  the  economies  of  satellite  states. 
It  is  not  a  system  whioh  the  United  States  or 
other  free  states  whiclk  have  a  concern  for 
the  well-being  of  their  aatizens  would  care 
to  imitate.  Our  problem  re  to  continue  our 
open  economy  which  favoA  individual  en¬ 
terprise  and  consumer  benefit^ yet  to  achieve 
the  voluntary  concentration  ortetrength  and 
jiurpose  which  will  enable  our  Government  to 
meet  the  Communist  threat. 

5.  Soviet  economic  aid:  The  concentration 
of  political  and  economic  power  in  .thVhands 
of  the  Soviet  Government  has  enablemit  to 
give  economic  assistance  to  underdeveloped 
countries  and  to  pinpoint  this  aid  at  times 
when  and  in  places  where  dramatic  effecr 
can  be  produced  and  the  propaganda  value'' 
of  the  effort  will  be  great.  Governmental 
control  in  the  hands  of  a  small  party  elite 
has  permitted  rapid  decisions  and  adjust¬ 
ments  to  meet  special  circumstances.  Our 
own  elaborate  and  slow  governmental  proc¬ 
ess  has  sometimes  presented  a  contrast  which 
has  impressed  recipient  states  unfavorably, 
despite  the  far  more  substantial  character 
of  our  aid  programs.  Whereas  the  Soviets 
can  exploit  fully  the  propaganda  possibili¬ 
ties  of  their  gifts  or  loans  and  make  every 
effort  to  do  so  at  the  local  and  personal  level, 
we  sometimes  make  grants  only  after  in¬ 
vidious  public  discussions  of  the  desirability 
of  doing  so  and  thus  arouse  doubts  concern¬ 
ing  our  attitudes  or  motives.  The  Soviets 
have  cultivated  the  impression  that  no 
strings  are  attached  to  their  aid.7  In  a  for¬ 
mal  sense  this  may  have  been  true,  yet  the 
aid  has  been  used  to  open  a  backdoor  for 
Soviet  influence  through  technical  advisers, 
propaganda,  and  close  economic  ties.  We 
have  sought  primarily  the  assurance  of  pro¬ 
ductive  employment  of  grants  and  loans. 
Yet  we  have  created  the  impression  that  our 
aid  is  restricted  to  countries  which  support 
us  in  the  cold  war  or  even  to  those  willing  to 
accept  defensive  alliances,  and  we  have  failed 
to  quiet  the  fears  inspired  in  underdeveloped 
countries  by  Communist  propaganda  that  our 
aid  cloaks  imperialist  designs. 

MILITARY  ASSISTANCE  POLICY 

6.  Graduated  deterrence;  massive  retalia^ 
tion:  U.S.  policy  with  respect  to  military 
sistance,  bases,  and  alliances  is  purely /de¬ 
fensive  in  purpose.  It  must  depend  upon  the 
types  of  military  action  which  can  reasona¬ 
bly  be  anticipated  and  their  relationship  to 
our  security  and  to  the  preservation  of  the 
free  world.  The  experience  of  the  past  dec¬ 
ade  suggests  the  probability  of rnilitary  inci¬ 
dents  on  widely  dispersed  fronts  deliberate¬ 
ly  provoked  to  probe  the  defensive  temper 
of  the  free  world,  which  /an  be  contained 
as  limited  wars  by  promnv,  energetic  action. 
Our  interest  in  dealinaAvith  such  incidents 
as  limited  wars  is  apparent.  Not  to  meet 
and  suppress  such /attacks  as  they  occur 
might  result  in  th/passing  of  free  countries 
under  Communist  control  and  th'e  weaken¬ 
ing  of  the  will  of  other  free  nations  to  resist. 
But  to  meet  limited  and  exploratory  attacks 
by  force  far  greater  than  is  required  to  con¬ 
tain  them  /might  invite  major  nuclear  wel¬ 
fare.  Widely  dispersed  forces  of  varied  char¬ 
acter  wlAch  can  apply  graduated  deterrents 
propo/ioned  to  the  magnitude  and  character 
of  thfe  attack  seem  to  be  necessary  for  the 
coi>uuct  of  such  limited  wars.  On  the  other 

id  deterrence  against  all-out  nuclear  at¬ 


tack  must  depend  upon  the  capacity  and  will 
to  reply  in  kind. 

We  have  considered  the  question  whether 
capacity  for  massive  retaliation  by  use  of  nu¬ 
clear  weapons  would  In  itself  suffice  as  a  de¬ 
terrent  to  “brushflre”  wars  without  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  an  elaborate  set  of  alliances  and 
oversea  military  establishments.  Such  a 
sole  reliance  upon  major  nuclear  weapons 
by  the  development  of  a  kind  of  nuclear 
“fortress  America”  of  missiles  and  aircraft 
based  here  seems  to  us  to  overlook  the  fact 
that  deterrence  would  depend  not  merely 
upon  capacity  for  massive  retaliation  but 
also  upon  the  will  to  use  that  capacity  and 
upon  our  success  in  convincing  the  Soviets 
of  our  intention  to  use  it.  We  believe  the 
people  of  the  United  States  would  never  sanc¬ 
tion  the  use  of  a  major  nuclear  attack  in 
response  to  a  minor  military  probe  in  a  re¬ 
mote  country,  and  that  the  Soviets  know  this 
as  well  as  we.  Consequently  we  feel  that  the 
only  deterrents  likely  to  be  effective  in  re¬ 
straining  limited  wars  are  of  the  graduated 
variety.  Although  we  realize  that  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  such  deterrents  throughout  the 
world  imposes  a  great  financial  burden  and 
involves  us  in  many  incidental  problems  we 
^see  no  escape  from  it. 

7.  Defensive  alliances:  Our  defensive  alli¬ 
ances  differ  in  the  degree  to  which  they  havey 
beet  implemented  by  joint  military  forces  i/ 
beingk  In  some  cases  they  are  bilateral, yin 
othersSjnultilateral.  In  the  case  of  NATO 
and  OAS  they  may  rest  upon  a  firmer  po¬ 
litical  concensus  than  in  the  case  of  SfEATO. 
The  Baghoiul  Pact,  with  which  we  /re  asso¬ 
ciated,  rests\upon  no  consensus  ojr  the  Arab 
World  and  therefore  projects  uy into  prob¬ 
lems  we  mighflv  prefer  to  avo/.  All  these 
arrangements,  asVell  as  thosywith  Australia 
and  New  Zealand\  with  Nationalist  China, 
with  Japan,  and  wmi  Ko/a,  must  be  sepa¬ 
rately  weighed  in  terras  or  the  kind  of  threat 
presented  in  the  areaNponcerned.  We  can 
hardly  suppose  that  yflrtof  these  pacts  are 
equally  necessary  oy  userid,  but  we  believe 
all  of  them  have  /me  utility.  At  the  least 
they  serve  as  a  declaration  oV joint  purpose, 
an  assurance  of  a  unified  military  front. 
They  may  provide  a  framework  ^r  consulta¬ 
tion,  military  planning,  and  acquisition  of 
oversea  ba/s.  They  give  such  assurance  as 
we  can  c/tain  that  military  assistNpe  will 
be  appUed  to  purposes  useful  to  tire  free 
world/ In  some  cases  they  permit  the  organi¬ 
zation!  of  joint  staffs,  the  procurements,  of 
untform  weapons  and  supplies,  and  joint- 
ti/ining  and  exercises.  Althought  they  pro- 

let  us  into  political  problems  we  might 
^otherwise  avoid  this  seems  a  necessary  price 
to  be  paid  for  these  advantages.  We  can  only 
seek  the  form  of  political  agreement  which 
in  each  case  seems  best  calculated  to  assure 
the  desired  results.  In  some  cases  we  have 
found  it  necessary  to  make  direct  commit¬ 
ments  of  military  manpower  in  overseas 
bases  in  order  to  make  our  involvement  phys¬ 
ically  apparent.  Elsewhere  we  find  it  nec¬ 
essary  to  provide  military  equipment  in  large 
quantities  and  training  cadres;  by  doing  so 
we  utilize  the  manpower  of  other  nations  in, 
the  defense  of  the  free  world  and  reduce  the 
demands  upon  our  own.  Where  feasible  it 
should,  of  course,  be  our  aim  to  move  in¬ 
creasingly  toward  economic  aid,  some  of 
which  may  be  used  by  the  recipients  to  de¬ 
velop  production  of  their  own  military 
equipment. 

POLICY  FOR  ECONOMIC  AND  TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE 

8.  Purposes  of  economic  and  technical  as¬ 
sistance:  It  can  be  said  that  the  object  of 
economic  and  technical  assistance  is  defense, 
if  by  the  latter  term  we  mean  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  a  world  in  which  nations  have  self- 
determination  and  open  communication  and 
competition.  Certainly  we  must  include  in 
our  objectives  a  stabilized  international  trade 


and  must  seek  to  avoid  a  situation  in  which , 
controlled  economies  may  be  used  delib/ 
erately  to  disrupt  foreign  trade.  Except  for 
emergency  aid  to  meet  conditions  of  fa  none 
and  distress  we  need  not  think  of  our/pur¬ 
poses  as  simply  humanitarian,  although  the 
humanitarian  impulses  of  our  people  may 
bring  them  support.  Our  Government  can 
properly  proceed  from  motives  of /nlightened 
self-interest,  in  the  conviction  that  economic 
stability  and  progress  in  othe/ countries  will 
be  the  best  insurance  against  disruption  of 
the  free  world  and  consequent  danger  to  our 
own  institutions. 

We  need  to  make  ou/purposes  clear,  per¬ 
haps  as  much  to  bunrelves  as  to  others,  so 
that  directness  in  administration  and  single- 
mindedness  as  to  i/olicy  are  encouraged.  If 
we  can  make  ou/objects  clear  we  need  not 
doubt  that  the/will  compare  favorably  with 
those  of  the  Soviets  in  the  view  of  recipient 
states. 

9.  The  r/ipients  of  aid:  The  basic  test  of 
entitlement  to  economic  aid  or  technical 
assistant  should  be  need  and  the  capacity 
to  utilize  the  aid  effectively  in  development 
prognams.  The  fact  that  a  state  is  considered 
neutralist  with  respect  to  the  cold  war 
should  certainly  not  be  a  bar.  Neutralism 

[sually  reflects  a  desire  for  independence  and 
'avoidance  of  involvement  in  struggles  which 
might  delay  internal  development.  If  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  can  assist  a  country  in  these 
objects  the  result  must  be  gratifying  to  the 
United  States,  for  it  will  contribute  to  the 
spread  of  free  institutions.  It  may  even  be 
that  aid  can  properly  be  given  to  Communist 
states  where  there  is  reason  to  think  that  it 
will  strengthen  their  independence  from 
Russian  control.  We  have  already  adopted 
this  policy  with  respect  to  Yugoslavia  and 
Poland.  Of  course  we  should  avoid  assist¬ 
ance  to  countries  which  would  turn  the  aid 
to  the  support  of  institutions  we  seek  to 
combat.  Every  case  will  need  to  be  consid¬ 
ered  individually  from  this  point  of  view, 
and  we  must  expect  to  have  some  hard 
choices.  For  example,  there  are  underde¬ 
veloped  countries  which  are  not  communistic 
but  are  controlled  by  corrupt  or  despotic 
governments.  We  have  here  to  weigh  the 
desirability  of  helping  economic  develop¬ 
ment  against  the  danger  of  strengthening 
such  regimes. 

10.  The  extent  of  aid:  The  amount  of  aid 
given  to  a  particular  country  must  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  its  capacity  to  put  it  to  productive 
uses  without  rapid  inflation.  In  relatively 
primitive  countries  caution  must  also  be 
observed  not  to  build  a  complex  economy 
kaster  than  the  limits  of  cultural  adaptation. 

.strong  economy  in  the  hands  of  an  inept, 
corrupt,  or  benighted  government  is  hardly 
a  contribution  to  free  institutions.  These 
facts\uggest  that  technical  assistance  and 
development  programs  for  underdeveloped 
countries,  should  be  kept  in  balance  with 
^programs  \of  cultural  exchange,  literacy, 
"training  of\cachers,  and  the  like,  and  that 
substantial  appropriations  will  be  required 
for  these  purposes. 

From  the  standpoint  of  the  United  States 
there  are  also  limits  to  the  amount  of  aid 
which  can  be  givKn,  but  we  think  these 
limits  have  not  beenVeached.  It  is  probable 
that  from  $2  to  $3  bihion  could  be  usefully 
devoted  annually  to  economic  aid  and  tech¬ 
nical  assistance.  Sound distribution  of  this 
total  would  of  course  require  careful  consid¬ 
eration  in  administering  the  program,  and 
the  possibility  of  limiting  thesunounts  spent 
should  be  frequently  reviewed.\The  present 
contribution  of  about  $y2  billion  by  the 
United  States  does  not  tax  our\capacity. 
An  expanded  program  is  desirable. 

11.  Kinds  of  aid:  The  types  of  £&<i  and 
proper  proportions  of  each  type  mifit  be 
decided  individually  for  each  country.  '‘Un¬ 
derdeveloped  countries  are  usually  in  need 
of  technical  assistance  and  long-range  de 
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velqpment  capital.  In  most  instances,  they 
are  hot  appropriate  recipients  of  large-scale 
military  assistance.  Other  countries  will  re¬ 
quire  'economic  and  military  aid  in  varying 
proportions.  In  the  sense  of  overall  policy 
the  Uniifed  States  will  probably  not  find  it 
practicable  to  reduce  military  assistance 
significantly  at  present,  although  it  seems 
desirable  to\educe  it  relatively  by  increasing 
the  programs  of  economic  and  technical 
assistance. 

12.  Conditions  attached  to  aid:  There 
should  be  no  political  or  military  conditions 
attached  to  eligibility  to  receive  economic 
aid  or  technical  assistance.  In  view  of  the 
false  impressions  already  current  on  this 
point  a  clear  disclaimer  of  such  require¬ 
ments  is  needed.  Perhaps  a  direct  congres¬ 
sional  prohibition  of  siich  conditions  would 
be  useful,  as  would  a  'skillful  information 
program  designed  to  combat  the  misappre¬ 
hensions  created  by  Communist  propaganda. 

Economic  conditions  are  Valid  only  to  the 
extent  that  they  relate  to  ^employment  of 
the  aid  for  productive  projects.  Aid  should 
not  be  given  for  projects  whicli  do  not  con¬ 
tribute  to  economic  development,  and  aid 
programs  should  be  reviewed  to  see  that 
there  is  no  diversion  of  funds  to  unauthor¬ 
ized  purposes.  Any  other  type  of  \conomic 
condition  would  not  be  compatible  \ith  our 
own  purpose. 

13.  Trade  versus  aid:  It  is  desirable  Vs  far 
as  possible  to  avoid  keeping  underdeveloped 
States  in  the  condition  of  pensioners,  yor 
this  reason  we  should  move  toward  lor 
term  low-interest  loans  and  toward  su<& 
modification  of  our  restrictions  upon  trade 
as  will  enable  them  to  export  to  us  and  thus' 
to  pay  the  loans.  This  will  help  to  produce 
stabilized  economies  which  will  be  able  to 
present  more  inviting  opportunities  for  pri¬ 
vate  investment.  Direct  grants  are  in  many 
cases  now  necessary,  but  we  must  find  ways/ 
to  move  to  bilateral  relationships  which  avoid 
such  direct  dependence  and  provide  perm¬ 
anently  viable  economic  arrangements. 

14.  Surpluses  and  dumping:  A  factor 
which  often  disrupts  international  markets 
is  the  disposition  of  States  having/  large 
agricultural  surpluses  to  dump  them  upon 
the  world  market,  thus  depressing/  prices. 
Some  countries,  including  the  Unit/d  States, 
encourage  such  surpluses  by  artificial  price 
supports  designed  to  improve  the  relative 
economic  position  of  farr/ers.  Where 
famine  exists  in  other  countries  there  is  in¬ 
deed  reason  to  relieve  it  by/making  such 
surpluses  available,  but  this  /should  be  done 
in  a  way  which  will  minimize  effects  upon 
the  market.  The  free  gify  of  surplus  crops 
to  another  government  oy  selling  below  the 
world  market  will  p/oduce  difficulties. 
Grants  to  enable  such  /governments  to  buy 
at  market  prices  woulcybe  more  satisfactory. 
Perhaps  an  internatmnal  agreement  could 
be  reached  among  /the  surplus-producing 
countries  either  to/ reduce  surpluses  or  to 
determine  their  disposition.  An  interna¬ 
tional  crop  bank  might  be  a  possible  solu¬ 
tion. 

15.  Bilateral  /ersus  multilateral  aid  pro¬ 
grams:  In  the/ase  of  underdeveloped  coun¬ 
tries  we  could'  avoid  distrust  of  our  motives 
by  channeling  economic  aid  and  technical 
assistance  more  heavily  through  interna¬ 
tional  agencies.  Such  agencies  can  also  draw 
upon  a  wider  pool  of  technical  experts  avail¬ 
able  for  missions.  Such  a  redirection  might 
well  be  proposed  first  upon  condition  that  the 
Soviet/Union  follow  the  same  course,  but  we 
might  find  it  advantageous  to  move  in  this 
direction  even  if  they  refuse.  The  usefulness 
of  Regional  planning  and  administration  has 
aiyo  been  demonstrated  in  the  Colombo  plan 
apd  in  Latin  America. 

However,  we  do  not  suggest  that  a  single 
(  pattern  of  multilateral  aid  would  serve  our 
purpose.  Bilateral  programs  of  economic 
aid  may  be  more  appropriate  in  the  case  of 


countries  having  developed  economies,  sin/e 
these  have  less  fear  of  imperialism.  C/r 
tainly  we  should  deal  directly  with  allies 
where  mixed  programs  of  military  anc/eco 
nomic  assistance  are  used.  Even  a  complete 
channeling  of  economic  aid  througly  inter¬ 
national  agencies  would  seem  undesirable 
In  some  cases  a  greater  proportion  o/our  con¬ 
tribution  might  go  to  states  we  Considered 
to  be  poor  risks.  Furthermore,  the  anonym¬ 
ity  of  international  administration  would 
tend  to  obscure  the  large  contribution  and 
laudable  purposes  of  the  United  States 
There  are  cases  in  which  dire/t  aid  can  work 
to  our  advantage.  Therefor//  we  must  again 
consider  the  cases  individaally  and  resolve 
them  on  the  basis  of  the  /factors  peculiar  to 
each, 

MESSAGE  FROlCl  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from/the  House  of  Repre 
sentatives,  by  M/.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  /  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed,  without  amendment 
the  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  94)  to 
defer  the  proclamation  of  marketing 
quotas  and  Acreage  allotments  for  the 
1960  crop  a t  wheat  until  June  1,  1959, 

The  me/sage  also  announced  that  the 
House  Imd  disagreed  to  the  amend 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R 
5916)  »naking  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions  /or  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1959/and  for  other  purposes;  agreed  to 
the/conference  asked  by  the  Senate  on 
ther  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
rereon  and  that  Mr.  Thomas,  Mr.  Kir- 
(an,  Mr.  Rooney,  Mr.  Boland,  Mr.  Can- 
m,  Mr.  Jensen,  Mr.  Bow,  Mr.  Jonas, 
anfclMr.  Taber  were  appointed  managers 
on  t^e  part  of  the  House  at  the  confer¬ 
ence 

JROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature 
to  the  enrolled  bill  (S.  1559)  to  provide 
for  the  striking  of  medals  in  commem¬ 
oration  of  theS.  100  th  anniversary  of  the 
first  significantSdiscovery  of  silver  in  the 
United  States,  Vune  1859,  and  it  was 
signed  by  the  President  pro  tempore. 

ORDER  OF\BUSINESS 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  has  the 
morning  hour  been  concluded? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  business  in  the  morning  hour? 
If  not,  the  morning  hour 'is  concluded. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  suggest  th\  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded\to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Preside' 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  ohder 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Wit 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY 
PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  un¬ 
finished  business  be  laid  before  the 
Senate. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  un¬ 
finished  business. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  44)  to  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the 
San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  proj¬ 
ect,  Calif.,  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  the  State  of  California  with  respect 
to  the  construction  and  operation  of  such 
unit,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
what  is  the  pending  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hart 
in  the  chair) .  The  question  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  amendments  submitted  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas], 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  Senators 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse  and  Mr.  Neu- 
berger], 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFEFLD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  have  the  Record  disclose 
the  facts  surrounding  what  we  here  try 
to  do.  First  of  all,  the  able  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  suggested  that  the 
authorization  called  for  by  our  bill  is 
not  a  $293  million  one,  but  that  it  is 
open-ended  and  that  it  will  involve  un¬ 
told  additional  millions.  I  deny  it. 

All  I  can  do,  Mr.  President,  besides 
deny  that  assertion,  is  to  point  to  the 
printed  hearing  on  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  before  the  Senate,  and  most  par¬ 
ticularly  to  page  78  of  that  hearing,  in 
which  Mr.  Goodrich  Lineweaver,  of  the 
staff  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs,  in  a  memo¬ 
randum  to  the  junior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  who  was  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  stated,  in 
part: 

1.  The  authorization  for  appropriations  in 
section  6  of  the  bill  is  $290,430,000. 

2.  Included  in  this  total  of  $290,430,000 
are:  (a)  $10,814,000  for  footings  and  other 
facilities  of  San  Luis  Dam,  whereby  the  ca¬ 
pacity  may  be  increased  from  1  million  acre- 
feet  to  2,001,000  acre-feet  (i)  if  the  State 
comes  into  the  project,  or  (ii)  if  the  service 
area  of  the  San  Luis  project  is  extended  to 
the  Avanol  Gap  area  in  the  southern  San 
Joaquin  Valley; 

(b)  Four  million  dollars  for  additional 
capacity  or  facilities  at  the  Tracy  pumping 
plant,  under  either  of  the  conditions  men¬ 
tioned  in  (a) ;  and 

(c)  Two  million  eight  hundred  and 
eighty-seven  dollars  for  San  Luis  modifica¬ 
tions  in  the  event  the  enlargement  project 
is  developed. 

The  total  of  these  figures  provided  for  in 
the  $290,430,000  authorization  for  appropria¬ 
tions  is  $17,701,000. 

3.  This  $290,430,000  appears  to  be  an  abso¬ 
lute  limitation  so  far  as  the  facilities  men¬ 
tioned  with  the  respective  amounts  esti¬ 
mated.  Any  additional  facilities,  such  as 
further  enlargement  of  existing  canals  or  ad¬ 
ditional  canals  would  require  reauthorization 
by  the  Congress.  It  is  estimated  that  in 
event  the  State  project  comes  in  an  addi¬ 
tional  $5  to  $8  million  would  be  required  to 
finance  extra  outlet  capacity  in  the  dam. 
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I  regret  that  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
is  not  now  present  in  the  Chamber.  I 
intend  to  bring  this  matter  to  his  atten¬ 
tion  when  he  returns. 

Mr.  President,  I  observe  my  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Oregon,  is  present  in 
the  Chamber.  I  now  observe  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  entering  the  Chamber.  I 
will  repeat  what  I  said. 

It  is  easy,  Mr.  President,  for  a  Sena¬ 
tor  in  good  faith  to  make  a  startling- 
charge,  without  proof  and  have  that 
charge  reiterated  outside  this  hall  until 
finally  some  believe  that  perhaps  there 
may  be  merit  to  the  charge.  I  said 
earlier  that  with  respect  to  the  charge 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  as  to  what 
amount  is  intended  to  be  authorized  for 
appropriation  in  the  bill,  it  is  $290,430,- 
000.  The  Senator  from  Illinois  has  said 
again  and  again  that  this  is  not  so,  and 
that  the  proposed  legislation  would  au¬ 
thorize  much  more  than  that  amount  to 
be  appropriated. 

I  repeat,  Mr.  President,  my  denial  of 
that  statement.  I  "deny  the  charge  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois.  Moreover,  I 
point  to  page  78  of  the  hearings  on  the 
bill  and  call  attention  to  the  statement 
not  of  one  of  the  authors  of  the  bill,  but 
of  a  staff  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  in  the 
memorandum  which  he  prepared  for  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  who  is  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee. 

This  is  all  I  can  do  by  way  of  refuting 
the  charge  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois, 
which  is  not  a  fact,  so  I  repeat  the 
language: 

This  $290,430,000  appears  to  he  an  absolute 
limitation  so  far  as  the  facilities  mentioned 
with  the  respective  amounts  estimated.  Any 
additional  facilities,  such  as  further  enlarge¬ 
ment  of  existing  canals  or  additional  canals 
would  require  reauthorization  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  It  is  estimated  that  in  event  the  State 
project  comes  in  an  additional  $5  to  $8  mil¬ 
lion  would  be  required  to  finance  extra  outlet 
capacity  in  the  dam. 

Mr.  President,  basically  there  is  a  good 
faith  dispute  in  this  Chamber  as  to  what 
ought  to  be  done  by  way  of  applying  or 
not  applying  Federal  reclamation  law  in 
its  entirety  to  the  projected  Feather 
River  project  of  the  people  and  of  the 
government  of  California.  And  some 
here  believe  that,  whether  the  amend¬ 
ment  carries  or  not,  Federal  reclamation 
law  will  not,  as  it  should  not,  apply  to  the 
State  projects  merely  because  of  joint 
use  of  San  Luis. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  reclamation 
projects  in  almost  all  the  Western  States 
of  America.  The  United  States  has  been 
generous  with  California.  In  the  State 
ofrny  friend  from  Oregon,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  has  invested 
money,  to  be  repaid  as  the  Federal  laws 
apply,  in  great  reclamation  projects.  I 
say  to  my  friend  from  Oregon,  and  I 
know  he  will  agree,  there  never  has  been 
in  the  history  of  reclamation  legislation 
one  instance  in  which  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  sought  to  make  any  State 
comply  with  Federal  law  in  State  water 
projects. 

I  believe  in  the  Federal  reclamation 
law.  I  believe  it  ought  to  be  upheld.  I 
believe  when  Federal  reclamation  proj¬ 


ects  are  undertaken  with  money  from 
the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
Federal  reclamation  law  ought  to  apply. 

But  I  also  believe  that  if  the  State  of 
Ohio,  the  State  of  Virginia,  the  State  of 
Louisiana,  the  State  of  Illinois,  the  State 
of  Wyoming,  the  State  of  Oregon,  or  the 
State  of  California  desires  to  bond  itself, 
to  borrow  money  and  to  construct  its  own 
State  water  system,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  ought  not  tell  the  State  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  law  must  apply. 

I  desire  to  refer  again  to  the  hearings 
with  respect  to  the  San  Luis  unit,  which 
are  on  our  desks.  Gov.  Pat  Brown  came 
to  Washington,  and  testified  before  my 
committee  in  the  Senate  and  the  similar 
committee  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  in  favor  of  the  proposed  legislation. 
I  do  not  need  to  spend  any  time  observ¬ 
ing  that  Governor  Brown  and  I  belong 
to  different  political  parties.  Governor 
Brown  is  in  favor  of  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation.  Governor  Brown  stated  to  the 
members  of  my  committee,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent: 

The  third  point  I  wish  to  call  to  your 
attention  with  special  force  and  all  of  the 
clarity  that  I  can  command  is  that  the  State 
itself  is  launching  an  unprecedented  water 
development  program  of  its  own.  We  know 
that  we  cannot  and  should  not  depend  en¬ 
tirely  on  the  Federal  Government.  I  hope 
and  expect  that  the  State  of  California  will 
commit  itself  to  invest  more  than  $11  billion 
in  the  next  25  years  over  and  above  the  Fed¬ 
eral  programs  to  insure  adequate  statewide 
water  development.  The  State  is  now  in 
the  process  of  earmarking  a  $190  million  in-* 
vestment  fund  for  these  purposes. 

And  I  might  add  that  this  investment  fund 
is  money  that  was  received  from  offshore  oil 
reserves  in  bonus  bidding  and  royalties  that 
we  already  achieved.  So  one  natural  re¬ 
source,  oil,  will  now  be  committed  to  water, 
if  I  am  successful  in  my  program. 

I  am  sure  that  the  voters  will  approve  a 
bond  issue  and  I  intend  and  I  know  that  I 
will  get  bipartisan  support  in  this — this 
bond  issue  which  will  finance  the  remainder 
of  the  cost.  Future  generations  that  will 
achieve  the  benefits  will  share  in  the  repay¬ 
ment  of  those  bonds. 

No  State  has  ever  launched  so  great  a  water 
program.  California  recognizes,  however, 
that  it  cannot  do  the  job  alone.  The  joint 
venture  at  San  Luis  represents,  I  believe,  the 
best  possible  example  of  a  proper  method 
for  Federal-State  action  in  water  resource 
development. 

Thus  the  bill  was  fashioned  in  a  way 
which  received  the  complete,  unequivo¬ 
cal  approval  of  the  Governor  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  of  the  various  public  agen¬ 
cies  and  conservancy  districts  north, 
south,  and  central  in  my  State.  Today  it 
is  fair  and  accurate  to  say  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  California  are  quite  united  in  their 
earnest  petition  to  the  Congress  of  their 
country  to  pass  this  proposed  legislation. 

The  Federal  Government,  through  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  and  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  has  placed  its  stamp  of  approval 
on  the  pending  legislation. 

Here  is  one  State  in  America  which 
has  within  two  of  its  great  valleys  a  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  project  called  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project,  where  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  law  applies  as  it  should  apply. 

Alongside  it,  and  somewhat  longer, 
when  it  is  completed,  will  be  the  State 
of  California  water  project.  It  will 


transport  northern  surplus  water  into 
the  parched  areas  of  southern  California, 
along  the  way  assisting  all  other  areas 
of  the  State,  until  finally,  $11  billion  will 
have  been  contributed  by  the  people  of 
California  to  its  ultimate  and  complete 
construction. 

In  the  process  of  bringing  northern 
water  into  the  southernmost  reaches  of 
our  State  it  is  necessary,  so  the  State  en¬ 
gineers  tell  us,  to  construct  a  storage 
dam,  into  which  northern  surplus  wa¬ 
ters  would  be  carried,  and  from  which 
such  surplus  waters  as  might  be  required 
would  be  taken  from  there  south.  But 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  want  to  give 
greater  service  in  the  Central  Valley 
area,  and  so  they  want  the  service  area 
of  the  Central  Valley  project  enlarged. 
For  that  purpose  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  requires  the  construction  of  a 
storage  dam. 

The  unhappy  fact' is  that  there  is  only 
one  reservoir  site  available.  The  Federal 
engineers  say  so.  The  State  engineers 
say  so.  If  there  were  two  reservoir  sites 
available,  the  State  of  California  could 
utilize  one,  and  no  one  would  raise  any 
question  as  to  what  law  should  apply. 
The  State  law  would  apply. 

The  Federal  Government  could  use  the 
other  dam  site,  if  there  were  two,  and 
no  one  would  raise  a  question  as  to  what 
law  should  apply  with  respect  to  the 
reservoir  constructed  by  the  Federal 
Government.  Federal  reclamation  laws 
would  apply.  But  because  there  is  only 
one  site,  I  think  it  is  to  the  credit  of  the 
State  and  the  Federal  Government  that, 
acting  through  their  engineers  and  also 
through  their  policymakers,  they  have 
reached  an  agreement  by  which  one 
reservoir  site  will  be  utilized  for  both 
systems — first,  the  Central  Valley  project 
system  now  in  being,  and  second,  the 
State  of  California  Feather  River  proj¬ 
ect,  which  is  in  prospect.  For  that  rea¬ 
son  the  reservoir  would  double  the 
capacity  which  would  otherwise  be  avail¬ 
able. 

It  was  at  that  point  in  the  agreement 
between  the  State  and  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  that  section  6(a)  was  written 
into  the  bill.  The  same  setcion  was  in 
the  bill  last  year,  when  Senator  Know- 
land  and  I  introduced  it.  My  friend 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  made  the 
same  argument  a  year  ago.  He  was 
joined  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse],  but  the  Senate  saw  fit  to  re¬ 
pudiate  their  position,  and  passed  the 
bill. 

As  I  say,  the  section  with  respect  to 
what  law  should  apply,  which  was  in  the 
bill  in  the  last  Congress,  is  now  in  the  bill 
before  us.  It  is  section  6(a).  Let  me 
read  it  again: 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  provisions  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  shall  not  be  applicable  to 
water  deliveries  or  to  the  use  of  drainage  fa¬ 
cilities  serving  lands  under  contract  with  the 
State  to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside  of 
the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  de¬ 
scribed  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central 
Valley  Project”,  dated  December  17,  1956. 

What  is  meant  by  that  language?  I 
think  the  report  of  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  de- 
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scribes  it  in  a  rather  clear  and  pithy 
fashion.  Let  me  read  what  the  report 
states  on  that  point.  On  page  8  of  the 
report  the  Committe  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  says: 

The  position  of  the  committee  is  that  the 
Federal  reclamation  law  with  respect  to  acre¬ 
age  limitations  should  apply  only  to  lands 
under  contract  with  the  United  States. 

I  have  said  in  the  Senate  and  in  my 
State  many  times  that  the  people  of 
California  are  indebted  to  the  Federal 
Government.  The  Central  Valley  proj¬ 
ect  represents  the  difference  between 
economic  life  and  death  in  the  two  cen¬ 
tral  valleys.  In  southern  California, 
where  my  home  is,  we  are  indebted  to 
the  great  Hoover  Dam,  which  was  fought 
through  the  Senate  years  ago  by  the  late 
great  Hiram  W.  Johnson,  a  magnificent 
Senator  and  a  courageous  leader  in  my 
political  party,  who  fought  against  tre¬ 
mendous  odds  in  order  finally  to  win  ap¬ 
proval  by  the  Senate,  and  thereafter  by 
the  House  of  Representatives,  of  a  gi¬ 
gantic  multipurpose  structure  which 
today  brings  water  and  hydroelectric 
power  into  almost  every  area  of  south¬ 
ern  California. 

However,  at  times  in  the  past  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  my  State  have  had  some  difficulty 
in  dealing  with  representatives  of  the 
Federal  Government,  and  there  have 
been  some  unhappy  chapters  in  the  his¬ 
tory  of  that  relationship.  Senators  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  will  remember 
one  of  my  predecessors,  Senator  Sheri¬ 
dan  Downey,  a  Democrat,  who  had  quite 
a  stormy  battle  with  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  15  or  20  years  ago.  I  btelieve 
that  is  the  reason  why  this  bill  contains 
a  statement  as  to  where  Federal  law 
should  apply  and  where  State  law- should 
apply,  in  order  to  eliminate  the  last  pos¬ 
sible  objection  which  someone  might 
raise  at  some  time  against  allowing  the 
State  to  operate  its  own  system  the  way 
it  desires. 

For  example,  I  quote  from  page  71  of 
the  hearings,  in  a  statement  prepared 
by  Warren  Butler,  vice  chairman  and 
a  member  of  the  board  of  directors  of 
the  Metropolitan  Water  District  of 
Southern  California.  This  is  a  great 
public  agency  whose  responsibility  it  is 
to  bring  water  for  domestic  purposes  into 
the  homes  of  my  city  and  of  most  of 
the  other  communities  in  southern  Cali¬ 
fornia.  By  way  of  description  of  the  bill 
I  quote  from  what  he  had  to  say  at 
page  71  of  the  hearings: 

As  a  measure  to  increase  confidence  and 
avoid  misunderstanding,  the  language  of  sec¬ 
tion  7  of  S.  1887  of  the  last  congressional 
session  would  be  restored,  so  that  the  point 
at  which  Federal  laws  will  cease  to  apply 
and  State  laws  will  prevail  is  clearly  and 
unmistakably  set  forth.  In  view  of  the  con¬ 
fusion  which  now  exists  in  many  fields  over 
the  applicability  of  Federal  and  State  laws, 
we  think  this  provision  would  greatly  in¬ 
crease  the  confidence  of  our  people  in  the 
legislation. 

Let  me  say  parenthetically,  gentlemen, 
that  our  concern  south  of  the  Tehatchapie 
does  not  involve  this  160-acre  limitation  as 
it  does  north  of  the  Tehatchapie.  What  we 
are  concerned  about  is  like  the  man  who 
has  two  bosses.  Sometimes  he  does  not  know 
what  to  do.  If  you  only  have  one,  then  you 
have  a  situation  that  is  easier  to  work  with. 


In  a  similar  vein,  I  should  like  to  read 
into  the  Record  the  text  of  a  telegram 
which  I  have  received  from  Stanley  W. 
Kronick.  Mr.  Kronick  is  a  California 
lawyer.  He  has  been  honored  by  Gov. 
Pat  Brown  with  appointment  to  a  posi¬ 
tion  of  civic  responsibility  in  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  my  State.  This  is  what  he  says : 

Sacramento,  Calif., 

May  9,  1959. 

Senator  Thomas  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building , 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  strongly  urge  that  section  6(a)  remain 
in  S.  44.  Its  inclusion  was  agreed  to  by  all 
interests  in  the  State  of  California,  includ¬ 
ing  the  State  itself  and  the  congressional 
representatives  from  the  affected  areas.  The 
reasons  were  (1)  that  Federal  law  should 
not  control  water  deliveries  by  the  State 
from  the  joint  Federal-State  project,  and 
(2)  that  this  should  be  made  so  clear  by 
the  Congress  that  a  contrary  argument  could 
not  later  be  made. 

The  reason  Federal  reclamation  law  should 
not  control  water  deliveries  by  the  State  is 
because  the  State  will  contribute  its  pro¬ 
portionate  share  of  the  cost  of  construc¬ 
tion,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
joint-used  facilities  of  the  project.  Federal 
law  should  no  more  apply  to  proportionate 
State  use  of  the  joint-used  facilities  than  to 
State  use  of  projects  financed  and  con¬ 
structed  solely  by  the  State. 

Section  6(a)  was  included  because  it  was 
recognized  that  in  the  absence  of  a  clear 
expression  of  congressional  intent  and 
strong  contrary  argument  might  be  made, 
somewhat  as  follows:  Since  the  proposed 
San  Luis  project  will  be  financed  partially 
with  Federal  funds,  the  complete  joint  Fed¬ 
eral-State  facilities  could  not  have  been 
constructed  without  the  Federal  invest¬ 
ment.  The  Federal  investment  therefore  to 
some  extent  makes  the  State  water  deliveries 
possible,  and  as  a  consequence  Federal  law 
applies  to  such  deliveries. 

By  setting  forth  this  argument,  I  do  not 
mean  to  imply  that  it  would  necessarily 
prevail  in  the  courts.  But  the  argument  is 
substantial  enough  to  make  it  advisable  in 
any  event  to  preclude  it  by  express  statu¬ 
tory  language.  The  effort  now  being  made 
on  the  Senate  floor  to  delete  section  6(a) 
by  those  who  intend  thereby  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  acreage  limitation  will  apply  to  water 
deliveries  by  the  State  is  further  support 
that  the  California  interests  were  right  in 
clarifying  the  matter  by  the  inclusion  of 
section  6(a). 

If  section  6(a)  is  deleted  now  as  a  result 
of  the  insistence  of  those  who  state  flatly 
that  they  want  Federal  law  to  apply  to  water 
deliveries  by  the  State,  this  legislative  his¬ 
tory  might  be  almost  conclusive  as  to  the 
intent  of  the  Congress  that  Federal  law  is 
to  apply  to  such  deliveries.  Logically,  the 
only  valid  argument  for  deletion  M  section 
6(a)  is  that  Federal  law  should  control 
water  service  by  the  State.  To  prevent  that 
result  it  is  now  plainly  imperative  that  sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  remain  in  the  bill.  In  the  light 
of  the  current  debate  on  the  Senate  floor,  I 
see  no  other  way  to  accomplish  what  all  the 
State  interests  believe  is  fair  and  just — that 
State  law  shall  govern  State  water  delivery. 

Stanley  W.  Kronick. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  all  of  us 
can  be  given  credit  for  trying  to  repre¬ 
sent  the  best  interests  of  our  State. 

When  my  friend  from  Illinois  intro¬ 
duced  proposed  legislation  to  have  the 
great  city  of  Chicago  receive  water  from 
one  of  the  Great  Lakes,  Lake  Michigan, 
he  was  representing,  as  he  saw  the  light, 
the  best  interests  of  the  State  of  Illinois. 


The  fact  that  our  great  neighbor  to  the 
north,  Canada,  interposed  objections, 
however  sound  they  may  have  been,  did 
not  dissuade  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
from  doing  that  which  the  people  of  his 
State  would,  I  suppose,  want  him  to  do, 
to  stand  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and 
in  good  faith  try  to  obtain  more  water 
from  Lake  Michigan  for  the  great  city 
of  Chicago  in  Illinois. 

The  fact  that  the  State  of  Michigan 
opposed  what  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
was  trying  to  do  should,  I  think,  be  quite 
irrelevant  in  judging  whether  or  not  my 
friend  from  Illinois  hewed  to  the  line  of 
the  public  interest  of  the  people  he  repre¬ 
sents. 

It  is  not  for  me  to  say  that  my  friend 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  was  right  or 
wrong  with  respect  to  the  position  he 
took  on  the  Federal  reclamation  projects 
in  the  State  of  Oregon.  I  do  not  know 
what  the  situation  is  in  the  State  of 
Oregon.  1  do  know  that  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
charges  have  been  made  that  a  great 
many  landowners  in  Oregon  have  waxed 
wealthy  and  fat  from  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  projects.  But  I  am  certain  that  if 
that  were  the  case,  it  would  have  the 
earnest  attention  of  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

On  the  floor  of  the  Senate  today,  a 
Democratic  Senator  and  a  Republican 
Senator  from  California  are  simply  ask¬ 
ing  in  good  faith  that  Congress  approve 
what  the  Federal  agencies  involved  have 
already  approved,  namely,  a  means 
whereby  waters  originating  in  California 
can  be  saved  and  put  to  beneficial  use. 
Every  year,  3  million  acre-feet  of  water 
flow  from  California  into  the  Pacific 
Ocean,  and  are  lost  forever.  Here  is  an 
opportunity  for  a  generous  and  a  far¬ 
sighted  Congress  to  demonstrate  once 
again  that  when  the  public  interest  is  at 
stake,  it  will  respond  and  will  do  that 
which  it  ought  to  do,  and  which  it  always 
has  done,  with  respect  to  water  problems 
in  whatever  part  of  the  country  may  be 
involved. 

There  is  one  more  thing  I  wish  to  say 
in  this  argument.  I  say  most  respect¬ 
fully  that  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  have  offered  an 
amendment  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  will  apply  Federal 
reclamation  law  to  all  the  waters  which 
enter  the  dam  which  is  authorized  to  be 
constructed  by  the  bill. 

I  asked  the  Senator  from  Illinois  if 
he  meant  that  such  an  intention  on  his 
part  would  apply  to  the  waters  before 
they  flowed  into  the  reservoir.  The 
Record  does  not  disclose  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  answered  my  question. 
I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  were  correct  in  the 
position  he  takes  as  to  the  intention  of 
his  amendment,  it  would  mean  that 
Federal  reclamation  law  would  apply  to 
waters  of  the  State  system  south  of  the 
reservoir  provided  for  in  the  bill,  but 
that  waters  north  of  the  San  Luis  Reser¬ 
voir  would  not  be  subjected  to  Federal 
law. 

Is  not  that  a  mockery?  Is  not  that 
a  perfectly  ridiculous  thing  to  attempt 
to  wreak  on  14  million  people?  Would 
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it  not  provoke  sheer  deviltry  in  what 
the  Governor  of  my  State,  the  legisla¬ 
ture  of  my  State,  and  the  water  dis¬ 
tricts  of  my  State  are  trying  to  do?  Of 
course  it  would. 

If  there  is  a  misguided  belief  that  the 
Senate  will  be  doing  something  con¬ 
structive  if  it  votes  for  the  Douglas- 
Morse  amendment,  I  beg  and  pray  that 
Senators  take  another  look  at  it  and 
read  the  Record  again.  Replete  in  the 
last  3  days  of  speechmaking  are 
repeated  charges  that  large  landowners 
will  receive  a  windfall.  All  I  can  say 
again  is  that  the  elected  representatives 
of  the  people,  both  from  the  Democratic 
Party  and  the  Republican  Party,  and 
from  a  Democratic  State  administration 
and  a  Republican  national  administra¬ 
tion,  have  joined  together  in  urging  that 
this  proposed  legislation  be  passed. 

I  say  in  all  sincerity  that  however 
much  in  good  faith  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
unquestionably  are  acting,  they  are 
wrong,  wrong,  wrong  in  their  under¬ 
standing  of  the  needs  and  the  plight  of 
California,  and  of  what,  in  good  faith, 
working  together,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  State  government  will  be 
able,  in  the  instance  of  the  St.  Louis 
joint-use  reservoir,  to  do. 

I  earnestly  hope  that  the  amendment 
will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  believe  the  senior 
Senator  from  California,  the  junior 
Senator  from  California,  the  people  of 
California,  and  the  courts  which  may  in¬ 
terpret  the  legislative  intent  concerning 
the  bill  would  like  to  have  this  statement 
in  the  Record.  The  junior  Senator 
from  Colorado  does  not  agree  with  the 
statements  made  by  the  senior  Senator 
from  California  that  inherent  in  the 
Douglas  amendment  is  the  construction 
which  has  just  been  placed  upon  it,  for 
the  reason  which  I  stated  yesterday  in 
debate.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned — and 
I  think  it  could  be  easily  construed  by  a 
court  examining  this  Record — that  is 
not  the  intent  of  the  Douglas  amend¬ 
ment.  If  such  were  the  intent,  I  might 
change  my  position. 

I  take  the  position,  for  the  purpose  of 
this  Record,  which  might  be  reviewed  by 
a  court,  that  the  objective  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  to  insure  the  preservation  of 
the  Federal  reclamation  laws.  That  is 
the  interpretation  of  the  junior  Senator 
from  Colorado. 

My  second  interpretation  is  that  the 
amendment  does  not  interfere  with 
waters  which  arise  within  California  and 
are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  California. 
It  does  not  confer  Federal  jurisdiction 
over  those  waters.  I  think  inherent  in 
the  amendment,  as  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon  has  pointed 
out,  to  use  again  his  phraseology,  are 
what  we  call  objective  facts  which  may 
be  determined  by  a  court  because  of  the 
commingling  of  the  waters. 

I  say  this  only  for  the  purpose  of  keep¬ 
ing  the  record  straight,  because  very 
easily  this  matter  could  be  taken  into 
court.  I  know  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  California  does  not  in  any 


way  want  to  injure  the  validity  of  this 
project  or  the  principles  which  he  has 
announced  in  behalf  of  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  appreciate  the  com¬ 
ment  of  the  able  Senator  from  Colorado. 
I  must  say  that  the  Record  will  be  helped 
because  he  has  so  spoken. 

I  say  to  him  very  frankly  that  I  vio¬ 
lently  disagree  with  what  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  said  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  his  amendment  will  accomplish. 
I  am  certain  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
j  oins  me  in  that  disagreement.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois,  if  I  can  quote  him 
correctly,  has  stated  several  times  that 
if  his  amendment  shall  be  adopted,  it 
will  mean  that  Federal  reclamation  law 
shall  apply  to  all  waters  which  flow  from 
the  joint  use  reservoir,  whether  they  go 
into  the  State  system,  paid  for  by  the 
people  of  the  State,  or  not.  I  deny  that 
contention.  I  take  it  from  what  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  has  said  that  he, 
too,  denies  it.  I  take  it  that  I  have  cor¬ 
rectly  quoted  the  Senator  from  Illinois, 
generally  speaking,  concerning  the  in¬ 
tention  with  which  his  amendment  has 
been  offered. 

But  I  must  say  there  is  merit  in  the 
position  of  the  telegram  sent  by  a  Cali¬ 
fornia  lawyer,  which  I  read,  that  some 
persons  could  argue  in  a  judicial  pro¬ 
ceeding  that  if  at  this  late  date  section 
6(a)  were  stricken  from  the  bill  it  would 
constitute  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate  to  make  Federal  law  apply,  as  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  would  say,  and  as 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  would  deny. 

-Mr.  CARROLL.  That  is  the  very 
point  of  my  closing  statement  on  this 
matter.  I  think  whoever  reads  the  Rec¬ 
ord  should  understand  that  there  is  no 
perfect  unanimity  of  opinion  and,  there¬ 
fore,  no  clear  legislative  intent  concern¬ 
ing  this  question. 

As  I  understand  the  argument  made 
by  the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois,  I 
think  there  is  considerable  merit  to  his 
position,  but  I  do  not  interpret  it  to  be 
so  all  destructive  and  all  conclusive  as 
the  interpretation  placed  upon  it  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  had  intended  to  an¬ 
swer  this  point  in  my  speech  this  after¬ 
noon;  but  it  is  a  fact  that  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  has  hit  the  nail  on  the 
head  today  with  regard  to  the  legal 
aspects  of  the  matter,  so  I  want  to  an¬ 
swer  the  question  now. 

The  lawyer  who  sent  the  Senator  from 
California  the  telegram  which  he  read, 
has  not,  in  my  judgment,  read  the  Rec¬ 
ord  of  this  debate,  because  I  think  the 
conclusion  which  the  lawyer  reached  in 
his  telegram  is  highly  erroneous. 

Let  me  state  again  that  nothing  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  and  the  two  Sen¬ 
ators  from  Oregon  could  say  in  this  de¬ 
bate  could  possibly  change  existing 
reclamation  law.  Existing  reclamation 
law  is  not  changed  by  debate  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate.  To  the  contrary,  Mr. 
President,  what  we  fear  is — and  we  are 
satisfied  it  is  true — that  if  section  6(a) 
remains  in  the  bill,  existing  reclamation 
law  will  be  changed,  and  will  be  changed 
against  the  interest  of  the  public.  So  we 


are  going  to  do  everything  we  can  to  try 
to  persuade  the  Senate  to  delete  section 
6(a). 

Let  me  state  the  situation  as  I  believe 
it  to  be:  With  section  6(a)  out  of  the 
bill,  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  will  re¬ 
main  unchanged.  Then  it  will  be  for  the 
courts  to  determine  to  what  extent,  if 
any,  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  apply 
to  the  various  phases  of  the  San  Luis 
project. 

But  I  say  most  respectfully  that  what 
the  two  Senators  from  California  have 
been  trying  to  do  is  to  make  a  record 
around  section  6(a),  so  that  if  it  does 
remain  in  the  bill,  then  that  record  will 
be  used  by  the  courts  as  the  basis  for  a 
finding  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
Senate  that  the  reclamation  laws  should 
be  modified.  The  legal  (  proposition  is 
just  that  simple. 

If  the  senior  Senator  from  California 
and  the  junior  Senator  from  California 
do  not  think  section  6(a)  changes  the 
existing  reclamation  laws,  why  do  not 
they  agree  to  elminate  it? 

On  the  other  hand,  the  fact  that  they 
have  persistently  insisted  that  section 
6(a)  remain  in  the  bill  is  an  admission  of 
the  accuracy  of  our  case,  namely,  that 
what  they  are  trying  to  do  by  means  of  a 
project  bill  is  to  amend  the  reclamation 
laws. 

If  they  believe  the  reclamation  laws 
should  be  amended,  let  them  come  for¬ 
ward  with  a  clean  bill  which  would  do 
just  that.  I  happen  to  think  that  the 
reclamation  laws  should  be  amended  in 
some  particulars,  although  I  do  not  think 
the  particular  amendment  the  Senators 
from  California  are  proposing  should  be 
agreed  to.  But  if  the  Senators  from 
California  believe  the  reclamation  laws 
should  be  amended,  let  them  come  for¬ 
ward  with  a  separate  bill  to  that  effect; 
and  perhaps  it  would  be  one  on  which  we 
would  like  to  help  them. 

But  so  long  as  they  insist  on  keeping 
section  6(a)  in  the  pending  bill,  and  so 
long  as  it  is  our  opinion  that  section  6(a) 
has  the  effect  of  modifying  the  reclama¬ 
tion  laws,  we  are  going  to  try  to  get  sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  deleted  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  that  the  Senator  from  Oregon  is 
wrong.  I  am  sure  he  will  agree  that  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
can,  if  they  wish,  either  extend  reclama¬ 
tion  law  over  non-Federal  projects  in 
California  simply  because  one  reservoir  is 
jointly  used;  or  they  can  do  exactly  the 
reverse,  if  they  wish  to  do  so. 

There  is  nothing  secret  about  what  we 
have  sought  'to  do.  As  I  previously 
stated,  the  Senate  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  went  on  to  say,  at  the 
time  when  the  bill  was  reported  favor¬ 
ably: 

The  position  of  the  committee  is  that  the 
Federal  reclamation  law  with  respect  to 
acreage  limitations  should  apply  only  to 
lands  under  contract  with  the  United  States. 

What  is  the  matter  with  that?  If  one 
contracts  with  the  State  of  Idaho  for 
water,  he  should  be  subjected  to  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  Idaho. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  In  a  moment. 
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Mr.  President,  if  one  contracts  for  wa¬ 
ter  with  the  State  of  California,  he 
should  be  subjected  to  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  California. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  So,  Mr.  President,  I 
maintain  that  it  is  simply  ridiculous  to 
allege  that  here  in  the  Senate  we  are 
trying  to  change  reclamation  law.  The 
Senate  can  change  reclamation  law  if  it 
wishes  to  do  so.  A  proposal  to  amend 
the  reclamation  law  would  originate  in 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs,  and  that  is  the  commit¬ 
tee  which  reported  the  pending  bill;  and 
in  writing  the  bill,  the  committee  tried 
to  indicate  where  Federal  law  would  ap¬ 
ply  and  where  it  wanted  State  law  to 
apply. 

Mr.  President,  I  remember,  in  my  first 
year  in  the  Senate,  the  extensive  debate 
which  involved  the  tidelands.  Do  you 
remember  that  debate,  Mr.  President?  I 
do  not  know  whether  the  people  of  Mich¬ 
igan  had  then  honored  you  with  public 
service.  That  was  a  notable  and  long 
debate. 

I  am  inclined  to  believe  that  back  of 
the  recommendation  by  some  public 
agencies  in  California  that  section  6(a) 
be  included  in  the  bill  was  a  thought 
about  something  like  the  tidelands  con¬ 
troversy.  I  remember  when  some  of  the 
fanners  in  the  Central  Valley  were 
bludgeoned  and  punished  by  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and 
they  looked  to  a  Democratic  Senator  for 
assistance. 

So  here  is  an  honest  attempt  to  elim¬ 
inate  any  contention,  however  tenuous, 
that  Federal  law  should  apply  to  the 
State  system  simply  and  solely  by  reason 
of  the  joint  use  of  this  project. 

Now  I  yield  to  my  friend,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  speak  in  my  own  time. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Then,  Mr.  President,  if 
my  friend  would  like  to  proceed  in  that 
way,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sorry  my  friend,  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  seems  to  be  leaving  the  floor,  be¬ 
cause  I  want  to  deal  with  several  ques¬ 
tions  of  fact  which  he  raised  earlier 
today  and  also  yestei'day. 

My  good  friend,  the  senior  Senator 
from  California,  accused  me  of  making 
a  misstatement  as  regards  the  amount 
of  additional  Federal  money  authorized 
by  this  bill. 

All  of  us  know  that  there  has  already 
been  authorized  for  the  Central  Valley 
pi-oject  approximately  $860  million,  of 
which  $630  million  has  been  expended. 

In  section  7,  in  the  first  sentence,  we 
find  the  following: 

There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  construction  of  the  works  of  the 
San  Luis  unit,  including  joint  use  facilities, 
authorized  by  this  Act,  other  than  distribu¬ 
tion  systems  and  drains,  the  sum  of  $290,- 
430,000,  plus  such  additional  amount,  if  any, 
as  may  be  required  by  reason  of  changes  in 
costs  of  construction  of  the  types  involved 
in  the  San  Luis  unit  as  shown  by  engineering 
indexes. 

Note  that  this  sentence  expressly 
states  that  this  $290  million  is  author¬ 


ized  for  “the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
other  than  distribution  systems  and 
drains.” 

The  Senator  from  California  says  that 
is  all  that  is  authorized  in  the  bill,  and 
that  the  additional  $190  million  which 
I  have  mentioned  has  been  conjured  up 
by  me,  and  does  not  exist  in  reality. 

But  I  call  his  attention  and  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate  to  the  fact  that  the 
sentence  I  have  just  read  is  followed  by 
another  sentence,  namely — 

There  are  also  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated — 

Mr.  President,  let  us  remember  those 
words — 

in  addition  thereto,  such  amounts  as  are  re¬ 
quired  (a)  for  construction  of  such  distribu¬ 
tion  systems  and  drains  as  are  not  con¬ 
structed  by  local  interests. 

So  in  the  second  sentence  of  section 
7,  there  is  an  additional  authorization. 

And  in  the  committee  repoi’t,  we  find 
the  following  statement  on  page  10: 

In  addition  to  the  main  water  supply  fea¬ 
tures  the  San  Luis  area  would  require  dis¬ 
tribution  systems,  drains,  and  some  deep 
wells. 

In  other  words,  the  identical  types  of 
work  for  which  additional  authorizations 
are  made  in  the  sentence  I  previously 
read. 

Then  we  find  this : 

The  estimated  cost  of  these  works  is 
$192,650,000. 

So  the  figure  I  gave — namely,  $480 
million — is  correct,  and,  indeed,  is  a 
slight  understatement;  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  amount  thus  authorized  would 
be  approximately  $483  million.  So  that 
the  Senator  from  California,  in  his 
anxiety  to  convict  me  of  a  misstatement, 
had  not  read  either  the  bill  or  the  report 
as  carefully  as  he  should  have. 

Now  let  me  deal  with  the  second  ques¬ 
tion  of  fact.  Yesterday  the  Senator  from 
California  said  that  I  was  wrong  in  my 
interpretation  of  the  legislation  relating 
to  the  dam  at  Pine  Flat  and  the  opinion 
of  the  Attorney  General  l’elative  there¬ 
to.  I  had  said  that  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  reclamation  law  had  been  held 
to  apply  in  the  Pine  Flat  case.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  questioned  that 
contention. 

I  put  into  the  Record,  without  reading 
it,  an  opinion  from  the  present  Attorney 
General,  Mr.  William  P.  Rogers,  dated 
December  15,  1958,  and  given  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior.  Those  who  wish 
to  study  this  statement  will  find  the 
opinion  on  pages  7065  through  7069  of 
the  Congressional  Record  of  yesterday. 
I  read  a  few  sentences  from  that  opin¬ 
ion: 

The  expression  of  intention  that  the  recla¬ 
mation  laws  apply  to  projects  such  as  are 
here  involved  appears  too  strongly  in  the  leg¬ 
islative  history  of  section  8  to  permit  its 
frustration  by  virtue  of  any  implication 
which  might  be  drawn  from  section  10. 

For  these  reasons,  I  conclude  that  section 
8  makes  the  reclamation  laws  applicable  to 
contracts  for  the  disposition  of  irrigation 
benefits  from  dams  and  reservoirs  con¬ 
structed  uider  the  authority  of  section  10, 
even  if  no  additional  works  are  required  to 
be  constructed  in  order  to  make  such  irriga¬ 
tion  benefits  available. 


May  12 

In  other  words,  the  mere  fact  that 
the  construction  was  to  be  in  the  hands 
of  the  Army  Engineers  did  not  remove 
the  provisions  of  the  reclamation  laws 
from  applying  to  the  land  thus  irri¬ 
gated. 

Mr.  President,  with  those  two  ques¬ 
tions  of  fact  cleared  up,  and  the  con¬ 
tentions  of  the  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  having  been  proved  to  be  in  error, 
le  me  pass,  if  I  may,  to  one  or  two  other 
points.’ 

I  do  not  desire  to  spend  too  much  time 
on  the  question  of  whose  waters  are  in¬ 
volved  in  the  proposed  San  Luis  project. 

It  is  true,  I  think,  that  virtually  all  the 
water  of  the  Sacramento  Valley  origi¬ 
nates  inside  the  State  of  California;  but 
the  State  of  California  did  not  provide 
the  vast  funds  for  utilizing  those  waters. 
It  called  on  the  Federal  Government  for 
aid.  The  Federal  Government  will  be 
committed,  if  this  bill  goes  through,  to 
spend  $1,300  million. 

It  is  our  contention  that  when  the 
Federal  Government  constructs  facili¬ 
ties,  and  when  the  States  come  to  the 
Federal  Government  and  ask  for  money 
for  those  facilities,  the  pi*ovisions  of  the 
Federal  laws  should  apply  to  the  disposi¬ 
tion  of  the  water  thus  impounded  and 
distributed  upon  the  land  which  is 
irrigated. 

I  will  not  continue  to  labor  the  point 
that  the  initial  block  of  some  440,000 
acres  will  all  be  irrigated  by  facilities 
constructed  wholly  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  That  is  obvious. 

But  I  should  like  to  emphasize  that  the 
so-called  second  block  of  500,000  acres 
which  is  designated  by  the  Senators  from 
California  as  a  “State  service  area”  is,  in 
reality,  no  such  thing. 

That  land  will  be  irrigated  by  joint 
facilities:  A  dam  jointly  constructed  by 
the  State  and  Federal  Governments;  a 
reservoir  jointly  filled;  the  Cross  Delta 
Channel,  which  has  been  entirely 
financed  by  the  Federal  Government; 
water  that  will  also  be  lifted  from  the 
Sacramento  Valley  into  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley  by  power  supplied  largely  by  Fed- 
deral  dams  and  power  stations  upstream. 

The  new  Oroville  Dam  will  probably 
be  constructed  in  substantial  part  by 
Federal  funds.  Interest-free  Federal 
loans  will  be  sought  by  the  so-called 
State  irrigators. 

The  whole  complex  in  the  Central 
Valley  which  has  been  federally  financed 
is  essential  for  this  added  amount  of 
water;  and  it  is  obvious  that  the  water 
and  the  facilities  will  be  commingled; 
and,  being  commingled.  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  laws  should  prevail. 

That  is  a  rough  outline  of  the  phys¬ 
ical  situation.  But,  of  course,  the  hu¬ 
man  stake  is  vei'y  great.  The  question 
is  whether  the  water  is  to  be  put  on 
giant  estates  for  the  benefit  of  the 
owners  of  those  giant  estates,  giving 
them  windfalls  of  tens  of  millions  of 
dollars,  and,  in  the  aggregate,  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars,  or  whether  the 
water  shall  be  used  to  democratize  the 
use  of  the  land  in  accordance  with 
democratic  landownership  policies. 

That  is  the  issue.  We  cannot  escape 
it. 
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The  State  of  California  has  no  acre¬ 
age  limitation  law.  If  the  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  law  is  ruled  not  to  apply  to  the 
second  block  of  land — and  that  is  the 
express  effect  of  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  6(a) — then  we  can  be  certain  that 
if  and  when  water  is  put  on  the  second 
block  of  land,  it  will  be  put  on  land 
owned  by  the  large  landholders. 

The  State  of  California,  as  I  have  said, 
has  no  acreage  limitation.  I  think  it  is 
extremely  doubtful  that  it  will  enact  a 
law  imposing  such  limitation.  In  effect, 
we  are  being  asked  to  give  up  the  pro¬ 
tection  which  Federal  reclamation  law 
already  provides  for  an  illusory  protec¬ 
tion  which,  in  all  probability,  will  not  be 
furnished. 

I  think  the  debates  which  have  been 
going  on  for  almost  a  week  have  clarified 
people’s  minds  on  this  subject. 

I  should  like  to  read  into  the  Record 
telegrams  which  have  been  coming  in 
from  California. 

I  should  like  to  read  first  a  telegram 
from  Clovis,  Calif.,  addressed  to  me: 

Clovis,  Calif.,  May  12,  1959. 


Senator  Paul  Douglas, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

1  want  to  add  my  name  in  support  of  your 
stand  on  the  160-acre  limitation.  I  am  farm¬ 
ing  with  my  father  and  brother  on  our  100- 
acre  cotton  and  dairy  farm  in  Fresno,  Calif., 
we  are  proud  that  we  are  growing  quality 
products  and  at  a  decreasing  cost  to  our  con¬ 
sumers.  The  San  Luis  project  without  an 
acreage  limitation  allows  large  scale  farms 
to  grow  products  at  a  price  which  we  can¬ 
not  compete  against.  The  limitations  means 
that  we  small  farmers  can  continue  to  op¬ 
erate  and  many  of  us  will  have  an  opportuni¬ 
ty  to  buy  land  in  the  fertile  San  Luis  project 
area. 

Sincerely, 

Albert  Niepo. 


He  is  not  a  large  landowner,  but  ap¬ 
parently  he  is  an  industrious  and  hard¬ 
working  citizen  of  California,  who  sees 
what  is  coming. 

Another  telegram  addressed  to  me 
reads  as  follows : 

Clovis,  Calif.,  May  12,  1959. 
The  Honorable  Paul  H.  Douglas, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C.: 

We  favor  the"  reclamation  policy  of  wide 
distribution  of  resources  and  benefits.  Our 
studies  led  us  to  conclude  that  acreage  limi¬ 
tation  is  essential  to  the  preservation  of  fam¬ 
ily-size  farms  and  should  apply  to  State  serv¬ 
ice  areas.  Therefore  we  heartily  endorse  the 
Douglas-Morse  amendment  to  the  San  Luis 
bill. 

Water  Resources  Committee,  League 
of  Women  Voters  of  Fresno, 

V.  Colver, 

J.  Dubisch, 

E.  Hall, 

C.  Marica. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  remaining  telegrams  which 
I  have  received  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Berkeley,  Calif.,  May  12,  1959. 
Hon.  Paul  Douglas, 

U.S.  Senate,  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Congratulations  to  Senators  Morse,  Nett- 
berger,  and  yourself  on  your  great  fight  to 
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preserve  acreage  limitation  provisions  of 
Federal  reclamation  law.  Our  membership 
of  200  precinct-working  Democrats  urges 
your  continued  effort  to  delete  section  6a  and 
other  objectionable  provisions  from  S.  44, 
San  Luis  project. 

John  S.  Page, 

Vice  President,  Kensington  Democratic 
Club. 


Fresno,  Calif.,  May  11, 1959. 
Senator  Paul  Douglas, 

Senate  Office  Building ^ 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Congratulations  on  your  wonderful  fight 
on  the  San  Luis  bill.  I  am  a  student  of 
Fresno  State  and  member  of  the  Young  Dem¬ 
ocrats.  I  find  it  frightening  that  our  own 
Senators  won’t  protect  us  from  the  bad  parts 
of  this  bill.  Keep  up  the  fight.  We  of  the 
valley  are  behind  you. 

Respectfully  yours, 

John  Zaver. 


Fresno,  Calif.,  May  11, 1959. 
Hon.  Paul  Douglas, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Many  of  us  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  are 
praying  that  you  and  the  sponsors  of  the 
amendment  to  S.  44  will  be  successful.  We 
will  be  cheering  you  when  you  fight  on  the 
beaches,  in  the  fields,  and  in  the  streets  de¬ 
fending  the  rights  of  the  people. 

Susie  Rabourn, 

Legislative  Chairman  of  Fresno 
Democratic  Women’s  Club. 


Fresno,  Calif.,  May  12, 1959. 
Hon.  Paul  H.  Douglas, 

Member,  U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Appreciate  your  stand  on  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion.  Please  use  all  possible  influence  to 
write  San  Luis  water  bill  without  such  loop¬ 
holes  as  Reclamation  Bureau  maneuvered  at 
Pine  Flat  Dam.  Acreage  limitation  will  help 
equalize  opportunities  for  developing  this 
valley  and  ameliorate  present  ruthless  ex¬ 
ploitation  of  farm  laborers. 

Rollin  Pickford,  Jr. 

Mrs.  Glenna  Pickford. 


Berkeley,  Calif.,  May  12, 1959. 
Senator  Paul  Douglas, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Your  support  of  the  excess  land  law, 
is  very  much  appreciated  here.  Stick  to  it. 

Eunice  True  Griffin. 


Berkeley,  Calif.,  May  12,  1959. 
Senator  Paul  Douglas, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Congratulations  on  your  struggle  to  have 
excess  land  law  apply  to  hold  San  Luis  proj¬ 
ect.  Please  keep  up  fight. 

Carl  Landauer. 

San  Francisco,  Calif.,  M ay  12,  1959. 
Senator  Paul  Douglas, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We,  as  Californians,  thank  you  for  your 
stand  on  bill  S.  44.  We  urge  you  to  continue 
your  fight. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Philip  Greene. 

Fresno,  Calif.,  May  12,  1959. 
Hon.  Paul  H.  Douglas, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Water  is  the  life  line  of  our  State.  Judi¬ 
cious  use  of  it  is  essential  the  160-acre  limi¬ 
tation  of  Federal  use  of  water  must  be  main¬ 
tained.  We  are  counting  on  your  support. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Robert  Revilla. 
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Fresno,  Calif.,  May  11,  1959. 
Senator  Paul  H.  Douglas, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Congratulations  on  your  stand  on  the  160- 
acre  limitation  law  which  is  so  vital  to  the 
welfare  of  California.  Keep  up  the  good 
fight. 

Marie  R.  Womack. 


Fresno,  Calif.,  May  11,  1959. 
Senator  Paul  Douglas, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.:  * 

The  Young  Democrats  of  Fresno  County 
congratulate  you  for  your  courageous  fight 
for  acreage  limitation  and  against  land  spec¬ 
ulation  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley. 

Jefferson  E.  Hahesy, 
President,  Young  Democrats  of  Fresno 
County. 


Berkeley,  Calif.,  May  12, 1959. 
Senator  Paul  Douglas, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

-  Appreciate  your  fight  to  retain  160-acre 
limitation  on  water.  Please  hold  the  line 
in  public  interest. 

Wayne  Welch. 


San  Francisco,  Calif., 

May  12,1959. 

Senator  Paul  Douglas, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  Californians  are  grateful  for  your  gal¬ 
lant  defence  of  reclamation  law.  Keep  up 
your  fight  on  San  Luis. 

Daniel  and  Mary  Dixon. 

Fresno,  Calif.,  May  12, 1959. 
Hon.  Paul  H.  Douglas, 

Member,  U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Congratulations  on  your  stand  to  amend 
the  bill  creating  San  Luis  project.  One  hun¬ 
dred  and  sixty  acres  limitation  essential  to 
insure  equitable  distribution  cost  of  obtain¬ 
ing  water.  As  a  teacher  and  social  worker, 
I  am  in  complete  support  of  your  amend¬ 
ment. 

Patricia  Pickford. 


New  York,  N.Y.,  May  12,  1959. 
Senator  Paul  Douglas, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Thanks  for  brave  men  who  defend  at  San 
Luis  the  right  of  families  to  make  homes  on 
the  land. 

Edward  Steichen. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  support  for  a 
democratic  agrarian  policy  from  many 
representative  groups  in  California  is 
most  encouraging. 

For  all  the  reasons  I  have  outlined, 
I  hope  the  Senate  will  agree  to  the 
amendments  we  have  offered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  speak  briefly  prior  to  what  I  hope 
will  be  a  vote  on  the  Douglas  amend¬ 
ment.  Some  things  were  said  by  the 
Senator  from  California  which  must  be 
answered  in  the  Record,  in  fairness  to 
those  of  us  who  respectfully  oppose  the 
Senator  in  this  debate. 

I  wish  to  restate  the  legal  situation 
which  confronts  us.  It  is  a  legal  situa¬ 
tion  which  in  effect  has  been  confessed 
over  and  over  again  by  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California,  who  is  •  insisting 
that  section  6(a)  remain  in  the  bill. 

I  will  state  the  case  in  this  way:  Sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  either  will  or  will  not  affect 
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Federal  reclamation  laws.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  and 
the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  have 
repeated  over  and  over  again  the  thesis 
of  their  argument,  namely,  that  if  sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  remains  in  the  bill  the  160-acre 
limitation  will  be  adversely  affected  in 
relation  to  thousands  and  thousands  and 
thousands  of  acres  of  land  in  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  of  California,  which  is  ad¬ 
mitted  to  be,  if  water  is  applied  to  it, 
the  most  fertile  and  richest  land  in  the 
entire  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  has  put  figures  in  the  Record  to 
show  that  in  the  case  of  one  owner, 
one  large  corporation,  there  is  ownership 
of  more  than  400,000  acres  of  this  land 
in  question.  The  Southern  Pacific  Rail¬ 
road  got  the  land  shown  on  the  checker¬ 
board  map  at  the  rear  of  the  Senate 
Chamber  at  the  time  of  the  homestead 
settlements  in  this  country,  on  the  basis 
of  an  understanding  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment  that  it  would  build  a  railroad, 
which  it  never  built;  in  other  words,  the 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad  got  the  land 
without  carrying  out  its  obligation.  In 
this  so-called  Federal  service  area,  about 
which  we  are  debating  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  owns  120,000  acres  of 
the  rich  land. 

Mr.  President,  the  two  Senators  from 
Oregon  and  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
have  no  intention  of  failing  in  their  ob¬ 
ligation  to  do  everything  possible  in  this 
debate  to  prevent  the  senior  Senator 
from  California  from  succeeding  in  keep¬ 
ing  in  the  bill  section  6(a),  which  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon  will 
affect,  and  affect  adversely,  the  recla¬ 
mation  laws.  That  is  the  legal  proposi¬ 
tion  about  which  we  are  talking,  Mr. 
President. 

In  his  remarks  of  Thursday,  the  senior 
Senator  from  California,  backed  by  the 
junior  Senator,  doubted  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  could  “impose  reclama¬ 
tion  law  upon  California.”  The  senior 
Senator,  however,  said  that  he  felt  a 
specific  exemption  from  the  law  on  the 
extended  San  Luis  project — miscalled 
the  “State”  project  because  the  exten¬ 
sion  will  be  the  result  of  substantial 
Federal  expenditures — could  avoid  pos¬ 
sible  future  lawsuits  which  might  tie 
up  the  project. 

Can  the  United  States  impose  reclama¬ 
tion  law  upon  California?  To  me,  this 
puts  the  wrong  question.  The  real  ques¬ 
tion  is  this:  Can  the  United  States  place 
upon  water  developed  by  Federal  proj¬ 
ects,  restrictions  which  will  prevent  this 
water  from  being  used  unjustly  to  enrich 
huge  corporate  landholders? 

This  is  the  basic  question  at  issue. 
S.  44  is  not  a  bill  to  create  a  joint  State- 
Federal  project  for  the  benefit  of  all  the 
people  of  California.  Rather,  S.  44  is  a 
bill  which  simply  uses  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  as  a  conduit  for  transferring 
water  heavily  subsidized  by  the  Central 
Valley  project.  The  great  bulk  of  this 
water  has  been  stored  by  dams  which  the 
people  of  all  the  States  in  the  Union  have 
helped  build  in  California.  Who  are  the 
beneficiaries?  They  are  principally  a 
group  of  large  landholders  in  Southern 
Kings  and  Kern  Counties,  oil  companies, 
the  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  the  Kerri 
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County  Land  Co.,  the  Tejon  Ranch,  and 
other  large  holdings. 

Thus,  we  have  only  one  more  in  a  long 
series  of  devices  to  avoid  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  reclamation  law  in  California. 

Years  ago  the  attempt  was  made  to 
repeal  the  law  in  the  Central  Valley. 
That  effort  failed.  An  attempt  was 
made  to  bypass  the  law  by  having  the 
works  constructed  by  the  Army  engi¬ 
neers.  The  Flood  Control  Act  was 
amended  in  an  attempt  to  make  this  de¬ 
vice  futile — section  8,  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1944.  The  amendment  has  not  been 
successful  to  date  because  the  large  land- 
owners  have  not  signed  contracts  to  abide 
by  the  160-acre  limitation. 

Various  State  takeover  proposals  were 
made.  These  fell  because  they  were  far 
too  big  a  chunk  for  California’s  taxpay¬ 
ers  to  swallow. 

Now  we  have  the  latest  device.  For  a 
comparatively  modest  amount,  some 
quarter  of  a  billion  dollars,  a  so-called 
State  project  is  being  pinned  on  to  the 
tail  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  project. 
Much  of  it  is  not  even  a  new  project.  It 
is  a  new  name  for  an  old  project,  always 
contemplated  in  the  full  development  of 
the  Central  Valley  project,  both  by  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  engineers. 

This  evanescent  project — this  new 
name  for  an  old  project — is  solemnly 
held  by  my  good  friends  from  California 
to  be  something  uniquely  Californian, 
on  which  applying  reclamation  law  would 
be  a  gross  intrusion,  a  violation  of  sover¬ 
eignty. 

This  would  be  true  under  existing  law 
without  any  of  the  circumspect  language 
of  S.  44,  if  the  water  being  carried  was, 
in  fact,  water  developed  solely  at  State 
dams  and  carried  to  its  final  point  of 
delivery  through  a  State-financed  sys¬ 
tem. 

But  this  is  not,  as  I  have  said  before, 
what  we  are  dealing  with  here.  Every 
drop  of  water  that  the  State  will  distrib¬ 
ute  has  been  developed  by  the  federally 
constructed  Central  Valley  project — and 
I  believe  that  this  will  be  true  in  the 
future,  on  the  basis  of  the  record  of  last 
Tuesday,  Thursday,  and  yesterday,  indi¬ 
cating  that  the  State  government,  and 
even  indeed  the  junior  Senator  from 
California  are  seeking  Federal  funds  for 
the  so-called  State  project.  And  the 
power  for  moving  this  water  of  the  State 
project  at  reasonable  cost  will  exist  only 
because  of  the  Central  Valley  project 
power  pool,  again  constructed  with  great 
Federal  subventions. 

This  alleged  State  project  we  are  deal¬ 
ing  with,  therefore,  is  merely  a  vision 
created  in  the  hope  that  it  can  somehow 
transform  everybody’s  water  to  water 
reserved  only  for  a  few  people.  I  do  not 
believe  that  this  entity  is  any  different 
from  an  irrigation  district — which  is  a 
State  agency,  with  governmental  powers. 

In  its  relations  with  such  entities,  and 
with  water  users  in  general,  the  Federal 
Government  has  the  undoubted  right, 
and  has  always  asserted  it  firmly,  to 
govern  the  policy  under  which  water 
from  dams  built  under  the  reclamation 
law  is  used. 

I  quote  Senator  Newlands,  of  Nevada, 
a  sponsor  of  the  original  reclamation  act: 

And  so  the  wise  policy  of  the  National 
Government  in  this  act  has  been  to  encour¬ 


age  homebuilding,  and  to  destroy  land 
monopoly;  not  only  the  monopoly  of  public 
land,  but  to  break  up  the  existing  land  mo¬ 
nopolies  throughout  the  arid  regions.  *  •  * 

We  provided  that  water  rights  could  be 
secured  for  lands  in  private  ownership  within 
reach  of  Government  projects,  to  be  guarded 
against  monopoly  by  preventing  any  pro¬ 
prietor  from  securing  water  rights  for  more 
than  160  acres,  the  amount  of  land  fixed  in 
the  bill  (speech  before  the  Sacramento  Valley 
Development  Association,  October  1,  1905;  in 
hearings  on  S.  912,  80th  Cong.  1st  sess., 
p. 1326). 

Another  sponsor,  Representative  Mon¬ 
dell,  of  Wyoming,  told  the  House,  volume 
35,  Congressional  Record,  page  6678: 

Under  nearly  every  project  undertaken 
(there  will  be  lands  in  private  ownership 
which  deserve  to  have  water,  which  in  equity 
we  should  provide)  providing  their  owners 
are  willing  to  comply  with  the  conditions  of 
the  act;  and  in  order  that  no  such  lands  shall 
be  held  in  large  quantitites  or  by  nonresident 
owners,  it  is  provided  that  no  water  right  for 
more  than  160  acres  shall  be  sold  to  any 
landowner,  who  must  also  be  a  resident  or 
occupant  of  his  land.  This  provision  was 
drawn  with  a  view  to  breaking  up  any  large 
landholdings  which  might  exist  in  the  vicin¬ 
ity  of  Government  works  and  to  insure  oc¬ 
cupancy  by  the  owner  of  the  land  reclaimed. 

These  quotations  could  be  multiplied 
as  to  the  firm  intent  of  the  law,  and  I 
could  quote  decisions  and  administrative 
rulings  which  specifically  carried  out  the 
broad  intentions  of  the  framers  of  the 
law — and  I  include  the  Warren  Act  of 
1911,  which  was  designed  to  facilitate 
off -project  deliveries  in  accordance  with 
the  specific  terms  of  the  law.  But  such 
elaboration  is  not  necessary  to  the  main 
point  which  is  simply  this:  The  intent  of 
Congress  in  writing  reclamation  law  was 
to  prevent  land  monopoly  and  to  refuse 
service  of  water  to  land  monopolists,  on 
or  off  the  project.  The  question  is  not 
one  of  whose  land  or  whose  water  but — 
and  here  is  the  crux  of  our  argument — 
the  question  is  what  facilities  these  wa¬ 
ters  pass  through. 

I  say  again  that  the  so-called  State 
San  Luis  project  is  merely  another  at¬ 
tempt  in  the  long  series  to  avoid  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  the  law  which  land  monopolists 
have  always  been  fighting.  I  say  that 
the  whole  history  of  reclamation  law  and 
its  enforcement  condemns  such  attempts 
and  deals  firmly  with  them.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  we  should  betray  these  far¬ 
sighted  men  who  wrote  the  law  at  the 
turn  of  the  century  by  coloring  this  lat¬ 
est  attempt  to  avoid  the  plain  conse¬ 
quences  of  a  fine  law  with  a  pale  wash  of 
legality.  I  say  again  that  if  the  State 
or  any  other  non -Federal  agency  builds 
a  project  without  Federal  funds  no  spe¬ 
cial  language  is  required  in  this  legisla¬ 
tion  to  assure  that  Federal  regulations  do 
not  apply.  Therefore,  the  special  lan¬ 
guage  in  6(a)  and  other  places  in  this 
bill  is  included  for  the  benefit  of  inter¬ 
ests  who  are  or  will  seek  the  benefits  re¬ 
sulting  from  Federal  expenditure  without 
complying  with  Federal  regulations. 

Furthermore,  I  do  not  believe  that 
adoption  of  Senator  Douglas’  amend¬ 
ment,  applying  the  160 -acre  limitation 
to  the  so-called  joint  facilities  in  the 
broad  San  Luis  plan  will  bring  about  “fu¬ 
ture  lawsuits  which  might  tie  up  thd 
project,”  although  I  will  admit  that,  in 
the  West,  wherever  there  is  water,  there 
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is  a  lawsuit  over  it.  This  would  be  true 
in  any  case. 

'  But  on  what  grounds  would  the  Kern 
County  land  barons  sue? 

There  is  no  water  right  to  water  that 
does  not  exist.  A  canal  is  not  a  stream 
running  by  your  property.  It  is  not  a 
reservoir  under  your  land.  The  water  is, 
in  effect,  owned  by  a  public  utility,  the 
Central  Valley  project  and  its  extensions, 
and  is  available  to  anyone  who  can  rea¬ 
sonably  be  served  by  the  water  under 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  laws 
governing  the  utility  set  forth. 

No,  gentlemen,  the  only  reason  that 
there  is  opposition  to  reclamation  law 
and  Senator  Douglas’  amendment  in  the 
so-called  joint  service  area  is  that  the 
opponents  think  they  have  discovered  a 
way  around  the  law. 

This  opposition  is  not  on  the  principle 
of  State  sovereignty  or  on  any  other 
principle.  It  is  simply  on  the  basis  of  ex¬ 
pediency.  Their  opposition  to  a  great 
and  good  law  is,  I  think,  based  on  the  for¬ 
lorn  hope  that  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  will  abandon  the  trust  that  the 
people  of  the  United  States  have  placed 
in  us,  and  neglect  its  duty  to  guard  the 
rights  and  to  promote  the  general  wel¬ 
fare  of  all  the  American  people.  This  I 
believe  the  Senate  will  not  do.  And  this. 
Mi’.  President,  is  the  point  of  the  argu¬ 
ment  which  is  being  led  here  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  by  the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas]. 

Mr.  President,  I  state  again  to  the 
senior  Senator  from  California,  “If  you 
think  section  6(a)  does  not  make  any  dif¬ 
ference,  if  you  think  section  6(a)  does 
not  in  any  way  affect  the  reclamation 
laws,  if  you  think  section  6(a)  has  no 
effect  whatsoever  upon  the  160 -acre 
limitation,  why  do  you  not  agree  to  strike 
out  the  section?” 

We  have  put  that  question  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  time  and  time  again.  What  is  his 
reply?  It  is  a  highly  fallacious  one,  Mr. 
President.  The  Senator  says,  in  effect, 
that  he  does  not  want  to  delete  the  sec¬ 
tion  because  he  thinks  something  which 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  or  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  may  have  said  up  to  this 
time  in  this  debate  may  have  some  effect 
on  some  future  court  decision  applying  to 
the  Federal  reclamation  laws.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  is  simply  a  plain  absurdity. 

The  Senator  from  California  read  a 
telegram  from  a  lawyer  in  California  who 
is  supposed  to  support  the  Senator’s  po¬ 
sition  on  this  matter,  but  I  respectfully 
submit  it  is  obvious  from  the  message 
itself  that  the  lawyer  has  never  read 
this  debate.  If  the  lawyer  has  done  so 
and  gives  the  Senator  that  legal  advice, 
I  say,  most  goodnaturedly,  the  senior 
Senator  from  California  needs  a  new 
lawyer. 

Mr.  President,  what  the  reclamation 
laws  mean  as  a  matter  of  law  cannot  be 
changed  one  iota  by  anything  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  or  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  say  in  this  debate.  What  the 
reclamation  laws  mean  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  congressional  intent  has  to  be 
determined  by  the  debates  at  the  time 
the  reclamation  laws  were  enacted  years 
and  years  ago,  and  not  by  anything  we 
say  in  the  debate  in  1959.  That  happens 
to  be  elementary  in  regard  to  statutory 


construction.  Congressional  intent,  con¬ 
gressional  meaning,  and  congresional 
purpose  in  regard  to  the  reclamation 
laws  were  elements  which  were  decided 
when  the  reclamation  laws  were  passed. 

What  the  Senator  from  Illinois  and 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  have  been  say¬ 
ing  for  days  of  debate  on  this  measure 
is  that  we  are  asking  to  have  section  6(a) 
stricken  from  the  bill  because  we  think 
it  is  a  backdoor  attempt  to  amend  the 
reclamation  laws.  Of  course,  if  we  leave 
the  section  in  the  bill,  what  the  Senator 
from  California  says  in  support  of  the 
provision  he  Seeks  to  have  retained  in  the 
bill  will  have  tremendous  weight  before 
the  courts  in  an  interpretation  of  section 
6(a),  but  it  will  have  no  effect  if  section 
6(a)  is  removed  from  the  bill,  because 
there  will  not  be  any  section  6(a)  for  the 
court  to  interpret  or  to  apply. 

Let  me  state  the  point  again,  Mr. 
President.  As  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Carroll],  a  member  of  the 
committee,  said  to  me  before  he  left  the 
Chamber  for  a  few  minutes  on  official 
business,  “Wayne,  when  you  give  your 
next  speech  hit  it  again,  because  it  goes 
to  the  very  essence  of  this  debate.” 

I  respectfully  say  that  section  6(a)  is 
in  the  bill  because  the  senior  Senator 
from  California  and  those  behind  sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  are  trying  to  amend  the  recla¬ 
mation  la^s.  The  Senator  from  Illinois 
and  the  Senator  from  Oregon  are  trying 
to  strike  section  6(a)  from  the  bill  be¬ 
cause  we  say  this  bill  is  not  the  proper 
vehicle  for  an  amendment  to  the  recla¬ 
mation  laws.  I  have  said  over  and  over 
in  the  debate — and  I  shall  state  it 
again — I  am  perfectly  willing  to  join 
with  the  senior  Senator  from  California 
in  consideration  of  a  clean  bill  which 
proposes  amendments  to  the  reclama¬ 
tion  laws,  because  I  think  the  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  need  to  have  a  little  reap¬ 
praisal  and  possibly  some  amendment. 
But,  Mr.  President,  the  pending  bill  is 
not  the  proper  vehicle  for  a  considera¬ 
tion  of  amendments  to  the  reclamation 
laws. 

I  state  again  that  section  6(a),  as  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  and  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  see  it,  will  have  an  effect 
by  way  of  amendment  to  the  reclama¬ 
tion  laws,  and  we  do  not  think  that  sec¬ 
tion  has  any  place  in  the  bill  under  con¬ 
sideration.  As  a  matter  of  law,  deleting 
the  section  could  not  possibly,  the  senior 
Senator  from  California  and  his  lawyer 
to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  have 
the  slightest  effect  upon  an  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  existing  reclamation  laws,  be¬ 
cause  the  question  of  congressional  in¬ 
tent  and  purpose  was  determined  in  the 
debates  when  the  reclamation  laws  were 
adopted  in  the  first  instance,  and  could 
not  possibly  be  modified  by  any  debate 
decades  later. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  me  ask  my  good 
friend  once  more  what  answer  he  would 
give  me  to  a  specific  question. 

Section  6(a)  provides,  as  the  Senator 
and  I  both  well  know: 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  provisions  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  shall  not  be  applicable  to 
water  deliveries  or  to  the  use  of  drainage 
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facilities  serving  lands  under  contract  with 
the  State  to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside 
of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area 
described  in  the  report  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  Project,”  dated  December  17,  1956. 

The  Senator  seeks  to  eliminate  that 
language.  Does  the  Senator  believe  that 
if  he  succeeds  in  doing  so,  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  will  be  applicable  to 
water  deliveries  under  contract  with  the 
State  of  California? 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  are  applicable  to  Federal  wa¬ 
ters,  and  not  to  State  waters.  It  is  a 
question  for  the  courts  to  determine  as 
to  what  kind  of  waters  are  involved  in 
the  San  Luis  project.  Both  kinds  may 
be  involved.  Only  one  kind  may  be  in¬ 
volved.  But  I  say  that  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  is  not  the  place  to  determine 
that  legal  question,  because  it  requires 
the  presentation  of  legal  proof  on  a  very 
highly  complicated  legal  issue.  I  do  not 
propose  to  vote  for  section  6(a)  to  re¬ 
main  in  the  bill,  because  the  Senator’s 
statement  of  his  own  question  shows  an 
implied  intent  on  his  part  to  modify  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  by  determin¬ 
ing  a  question  of  fact  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  which  question  ought  to  be  left 
to  the  courts  to  determine  on  the  basis 
of  legal  proof. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Does  the  Senator - 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  know  to  what 
extent - - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Does  the  Senator - 

Mr.  MORSE.  Let  me  finish. 

I  do  nc$£  know  to  what  extent  the  San 
Luis  project  may  involve  both  Federal 
and  State  waters,  but  I  say  that  the  place 
to  determine  that  question  is  in  the 
courts,  and  not  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

I  have  told  the  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  that  I  am  not  for  the  application  of 
Federal  reclamation  laws  to  solely  State 
waters.  It  would  make  no  difference  if 
I  took  an  opposite  view,  because  they 
could  not  possibly  apply.  But  here  we 
have  a  singular  case,  a  novel  case,  a 
precedent-making  case;  and  I  want  the 
precedent  to  be  established  by  the  courts 
by  way  of  judicial  determination,  and 
not  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  by  politi¬ 
cal  plays.  That  is  my  point.  So  we 
should  allow  this  kind  of  mixed  case,  in 
which  there  is  involved  a  basic  Federal 
dam,  without  which  there  would  be  no 
project  at  all,  to  be  decided  by  the  courts. 
We  should  leave  it  to  the  courts  to  deter¬ 
mine  to  what  extent  and  in  what  degree 
the  Federal  reclamation  laws  apply. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Does  the  Senator  deny 
the  right  of  the  Congress  to  make  a  pol¬ 
icy  decision? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Not  at  all.  I  am  argu¬ 
ing  against  the  Senator’s  policy.  I  am 
merely  saying  that  it  is  very  bad  policy 
to  have  this  kind  of  section  in  the  bill, 
when  the  Senate  does  not  know  any  more 
about  the  complicated  facets  of  the  prob¬ 
lem  than  it  does.  The  bill  came  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  with  section  6(a)  in 
it.  Now  we  discover  that  many  members 
of  the  committee  were  not  even  aware 
of  the  implications  of  section  6(a).  One 
member  of  the  committee,  when  he  dis¬ 
covered  the  implications  of  section  6(a), 
asked  that  he  be  allowed  to  cosponsor 
the  Douglas  amendment  to  eliminate  it. 
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Another  member  of  the  committee, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Carroll],  after  he  became 
aware  of  what  was  involved  in  section 
6(a),  said  he  favored  striking  it  out, 
because  he  did  not  believe  it  had  re¬ 
ceived  the  consideration  in  committee 
that  it  would  have  received  if  the  com¬ 
mittee  had  been  apprised  of  the  impli¬ 
cations  of  the  section. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  First  of  all,  it  is  exactly 
the  same  section  that  was  in  the  bill  a 
year  ago  when  it  passed  the  Senate.  If 
the  distingiushed  Senator  does  not  deny 
the  right  of  the  Congress  to  make  a 
policy  decision  as  to  whether  it  believes 
the  State  of  California  should  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  apply  its  own  State  laws  with¬ 
out  worry  over  the  attempt  by  some  to 
impose  a  Federal  reclamation  law  upon 
State  projects,  why  can  we  not  estab¬ 
lish  such  a  policy? 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  is  begging 
the  issue.  He  assumes  the  result.  We 
say  that  we  do  not  know  to  what  extent 
we  are  dealing  with  State  waters.  The 
senior  Senator  from  California  con¬ 
tinually  talks  about  a  State  project,  as 
though  this  were  exclusively  a  State 
project.  The  Senator  from  Illinois  and 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  have  been  try¬ 
ing  to  point  out  that  this  is  a  singular 
case.  We  do  not  know  where  the  di¬ 
viding  line  is  between  Federal  and  State 
water 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  What  does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  mean  when  he  says  “Federal  wa¬ 
ter’’  and  “State  water”?  What  does  he 
intend  to  convey  when  he  uses  those 
expressions? 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  meaning  is  very 
simple.  If  Federal  water  is  involved, 
Federal  reclamation  laws  apply,  and  the 
160-acre  limitation  becomes  automatic. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  What  is  Federal 
water? 

Mr.  MORSE.  If  it  is  State  water,  the 
Federal  160-acre  limitation  does  not 
apply.  We  are  raising  the  question. 
What  is  involved  in  this  project?  How 
much  of  it  is  Federal  water  and  how 
much,  if  any,  is  State  water?  To  what 
extent  are  the  waters  commingled;  and 
if  they  are  commingled,  have  they  lost 
their  Federal  characteristic  and  become 
a  part  of  a  State  project?  Or  do  they 
retain  the  basic  Federal  characteristic? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  How  would  the  Sen¬ 
ator  determine  whether  a  particular 
quantity  of  water  was  State  or  Federal? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  exactly  what 
I  am  trying  to  tell  the  Senator.  Neither 
he  nor  I  can  determine  that  question. 
It  is  a  highly  complicated  legal  question, 
which  calls  for  legal  proof.  It  should 
be  determined  by  the  courts,  and  not 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

The  whole  question  of  Federal  facil¬ 
ities  is  involved.  The  project  involves 
Federal  facilities,  which  are  paid  for 
by  all  the  taxpayers,  from  California 
to  New  York.  I  believe  that  the  tax¬ 
payers  across  the  country  have  some  in¬ 
terest  in  the  project,  to  see  to  it  that 
the  Federal  interest,  to  whatever  extent 
it  exists,  is  protected.  That  is  why  we 
want  to  leave  the  question  to  the  courts. 
Is  the  Senator  afraid  of  the  judicial 
process?  Would  not  the  Senator  like 
to  see  the  question  eventually  come  be¬ 


fore  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court,  if  it  should 
be  carried  that  far? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  May  I  answer  my 
friend? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Certainly. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  afraid  that  what 
my  friend  wants  to  do  is  to  abdicate  the 
duty  and  responsibility  of  the  Congress 
to  pass  judgment  on  policy  issues. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Hei-e  is  a  policy  ques¬ 
tion.  Let  us  go  ahead  and  vote  on  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Quite  to  the  contrary, 
I  am  saying  that  it  is  such  a  bad  policy 
the  Senator  from  California  is  proposing 
that  we  should  vote  it  down  by  eliminat¬ 
ing  section  6(a)  from  the  bill.  That  is 
the  legislative  duty  which  faces  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  am  in  favor  of  acting  upon  the 
policy. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  not  the  author  of  this  bill.  He 
is  an  instrument  by  which  this  policy 
decision,  approved  by  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 
approved  by  the  Governor  of  California, 
approved  by  the  State  government,  and 
all  interested  public  agencies  in  Califor¬ 
nia,  has  been  bi’ought  to  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  with  the  request  that  the  Senate 
approve  it.  -» 

Mr.  MORSE,  The  Senator  has  just 
enunciated  an  interesting  chain  of  false 
assumptions.  I  shall  proceed  to  discuss 
that  chain  of  assumptions. 

I  think  the  Senator  is  quite  wrong  if 
he  thinks  section  6(a)  has  all  the  ap¬ 
proval  he  has  told  the  Senate  it  has.  I 
wish  to  tell  the  Senator  why  I  think  so. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  has  the 
right  to  his  opinion,  but  I  respectfully 
say  that  the  Senator  from  Oregon  is 
wrong. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Very  well.  I  am  not  in¬ 
terested  in  exchanging  statements  that 
each  of  us  thinks  the  other  is  rriistaken. 
I  am  interested  in  discussing  what  I  be¬ 
lieve  to  be  the  facts. 

I  believe  it  will  be  •  found  that  the 
author  of  section  6(a)  on  the  House 
side  is  not  insisting  that  it  remain  in  the 
bill,  whereas  the  junior  Senator  from 
Calif ornia  [Mr.  Engle] — I  do  not  wish 
to  make  this  statement  in  his  absence. 
Much  has  been  said  by  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  to  the  effect  that 
there  is  great  unity  behind  section  6(a). 
I  make  the  statement  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  this  afternoon  that  there  is  not 
the  unity  behind  section  6(a)  which  the 
senior  Senator  from  California — I  am 
sure  honestly — believes  to  be  the  case. 
He  is  mistaken  if  he  thinks  there  is  unity 
behind  section  6(a)  on  the  part  of  the 
proponents  of  the  bill.  He  is  mistaken 
if  he  thinks  there  is  unity  in  California. 
The  longer  this  debate  continues,  and 
the  more  the  people  of  California  be¬ 
come  aware  of  what  is  involved  in  sec¬ 
tion  6(a),  the  greater  will  be  the  evi¬ 
dence  of  disunity  on  this  question. 

The  junior  Senator  from  California 
has  now  returned  to  the  Chamber,  and 
I  hope  he  will  follow  my  remarks. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the 
junior  Senator  from  California  has  taken 
the  position  from  the  beginning  that  he 
does  not  believe  section  6(a)  makes  any 
difference  in  the  bill,  so  far  as  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  laws  are  concei'ned. 
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He  does  not  believe  that  it  makes  any 
difference  whether  section  6(a)  is  in  or 
out  of  the  bill. 

If  I  have  not  heard  him  say  so  more 
than  once,  I  should  get  a  hearing  aid — 
and  no  one  has  ever  told  me  that  I  am 
even  slightly  deaf. 

The  junior  Senator  from  California, 
in  my  judgment,  has  never  gone  as  far 
as  the  senior  Senator  from  California 
has  gone  in  respect  to  section  6(a).  He 
has  left  me  with  the  impression  that  he 
would  be  perfectly  willing  to  have  sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  come  out  of  the  bill,  because 
he  does  not  believe  it  makes  any  differ¬ 
ence  whether  it  stays  in  or  comes  out. 
Of  coui-se,  the  junior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  in  a  position  that  many  of  us 
find  ourselves  in  from  time  to  time.  He 
would  like  to  go  along  with  his  colleague, 
because  his  colleague,  the  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California,  happens  to  be  the 
leader  in  the  fight  for  section  6(a),  and 
therefore  the  junior  Senator  is  not  advo¬ 
cating  deleting  section  6(a).  But  cer¬ 
tainly  he  has  made  it  clear  in  the  de¬ 
bate  that  he  has  no  objection  if  it  comes 
out.  In  other  words,  he  is  not  insisting 
that  it  stay  in. 

Let  me  say  that  I  have  talked  to  some 
other  leaders  in  California. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  glad  to  yield.  If 
I  have  made  any  misstatement,  I  hope 
the  Senator  will  correct  me.  I  do  not 
want  to  create  the  slightest  wrong  im¬ 
pression  as  to  the  position  taken  by  the 
junior  Senator  from  California  and  as 
to  whatever  impression  he  has  left  with 
me. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  distinguished  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Oregon  has  represented 
my  position  correctly.  In  saying  that  I 
wish  to  emphasize  again  the  telegram 
I  have  received  from  the  Governor  of 
California.  This  is  what  he  said.  I 
wish  to  read  it  again,  because  it  states 
my  position  as  well  as  the  Governor’s 
position.  He  says : 

Upon  the  basis  of  my  own  legal  analysis 
and  that  of  all  my  legal  advisors  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  do 
and  will  apply  to  all  Federal  facilities  and 
service  areas  of  the  San  Luis  project.  In 
addition,  with  or  without  the  language  con¬ 
tained  in  sectiqn  6(a)  under  S.  44,  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  do  not  and,  in  my 
view,  should  not  apply  to  the  State  facilities 
and  State  service  areas  of  the  project. 

That  is  precisely  what  I  think.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Governor  has  correctly  stated 
the  law.  If  the  amendment  comes  to  a 
vote  I  intend  to  vote  for  keeping  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  bill,  because  I  believe  that 
the  Federal  reclamation  law  should  not 
apply  to  a  State  service  area.  That  is 
what  the  language  in  6(a)  provides. 
However,  that  is  merely  a  statement  of 
what  the  law  presently  provides. 
Whether  in  or  out  of  the  bill  it  will  not 
change  the  law,  as  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon  vei-y  clearly  has  stated 
time  and  time  again. 

Mr.  MORSE.  In  the  statement  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  California  we  see 
again  focused  what  the  real  difference  is 
in  regard  to  section  6(a)  between  the 
protagonists  and  the  antagonists  of  that 
particular  section.  The  Senator  from 
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Illinois  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon  do 
not  go  so  far  as  do  the  two  Senators 
from  California  as  to  what  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  6(a)  will  be.  We  say,  “Let  that 
question  be  decided  by  the  court.”  i 
should  like  to  go  down  the  road  with 
the  two  Senators  from  California  on  the 
principle  that  Federal  laws  can  apply 
only  to  Federal  facilities.  However,  it  is 
for  the  court  to  determine,  in  the  light  of 
the  operative  facts  of  a  given  case, 
whether  we  are  dealing  with  a  Federal 
project  or  with  a  State  project;  or,  if  we 
are  dealing  with  a  mixed  project,  to 
what  extent  and  to  what  degree  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  laws  apply  to  that 
project. 

Let  me  say  that  I  am  satised  the  tele¬ 
gram  of  the  Governor  of  California 
makes  perfectly  clear  that  he  is  not  tak¬ 
ing  the  position  that  we  should  modify 
the  Federal  reclamation  laws  in  regard 
to  this  project.  I  happen  to  know  that 
that  would  necessarily  be  the  case  with 
respect  to  the  Governor  of  California, 
because  the  present  Governor  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  when  he  was  Attorney  General  of 
the  State  of  California  took  a  great  re¬ 
clamation  case  right  up  to  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court.  The  present 
Governor  of  the  State  of  California,  Pat 
Brown,  is  on  record  over  and  over  again 
in  favor  of  protecting  the  family  farmer 
of  California  and  of  preventing  large 
landowners  from  squeezing  out  the  little 
fellow  and  making  an  unconscionable 
profiteering  and  privateering  profit  out 
of  large  land  holdings. 

I  cannot  quote  the  Governor  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  I  do  not  purport  to  quote  him. 
However,  I  wish  to  say  that,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  there  is  in  fact,  no  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  point  of  view  of  the  Governor 
of  California  and  that  of  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California.  I  wish  to  restate 
it,  because  over  and  over  again  in  the 
debate  the  Governor  of  California  has 
been  quoted  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
California.  I  wish  to  say  that  I  am  satis¬ 
fied  the  Governor  of  California  does  not 
differ  in  his  opinion  from  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Engle].  In 
other  words,  there  is  not  in  California 
the  unity  which  the  senior  Senator  from 
California  suggests  in  regard  to  the  re¬ 
tention  of  section  6(a)  in  the  bill. 

Let  us  take  some  further  evidence. 
Yesterday  we  placed  in  the  Record  a 
telegram  from  the  State  Grange  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  urging  that  section  6(a)  come  out 
of  the  bill.  Does  that  spell  unity? 

We  put  into  the  Record  yesterday  tele¬ 
gram  after  telegram  from  farm  groups  in 
California,  pleading  with  us  that  we  hold 
the  line  until  we  can  get  section  6(a)  out 
of  the  bill.  Does  that  bespeak  the  unity 
which  the  senior  Senator  from  California 
gave  the  Senate  assurance  early  this  af¬ 
ternoon  was  the  present  state  of  public 
opinion  in  California? 

Mr.  President,  we  put  into  the  Record 
yesterday  telegrams  from  Democratic 
leader  after  Democratic  leader’  in  the 
State  of  California,  urging  that  section 
6  (a)  come  out  of  the  bill.  Does  that  be¬ 
speak  the  unity  in  California  which  the 
senior  Senator  from  California  told  the 
Senate  earlier  this  afternoon  exists  in 
that  State? 


It  does  not.  The  telegrams  continue 
to  pour  in.  For  example,  we  have  a  tele¬ 
gram  from  Mr.  Peter  Odegaard.  He  is 
a  great  educator  in  California  and  the 
former  president  of  Reed  College  in  my 
State.  He  was  a  candidate  in  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  convention  a  year  ago  for  United 
States  Senator,  and  was  defeated  by  the 
very  able  junior  Senator  from  California. 
He  is  a  recognized  civic  leader  in  the 
State  of  California.  Let  us  see  what 
Peter  Odegaard  says: 

Berkeley,  Calif.,  May  12, 1959. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Congratulations  on  your  fight  on  Senate 
bill  44  many  Californians  hope  you  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  press  for  elimination  of  exemption 
provision  in  section  1  and  sectiorvSa  and  de¬ 
letion  of  subsection  F,  G,  H,  of  section  3. 

Best  wishes, 

Peter  Odegaard. 

We  have  a  telegram  from  Ralph  E. 
Pruett,  a  member  of  the  Fresno  County 
Democratic  Central  Committee.  If  any 
county  would  be  benefited  by  the  San 
Luis  project,  it  is  Fresno  County.  Yet 
Mr.  Pruett  says : 

Fresno,  Calif.,  May  12,  1959. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Thanks  for  good  fight  on  San  Luis.  Most 
of  us  in  Fresno  County  favor  San  Luis  only 
because  irrigation  with  acreage  limitation 
will  make  possible  family  size  farms.  We 
oppose  San  Luis  if  it  is  to  mean  more  pros¬ 
perous  plantations  and  more  destitute  mi¬ 
grant  workers. 

Ralph  E.  Pruett, 

Member  Fresno  County  Democratic 
Central  Committee. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  without  reading  the  remaining  tele¬ 
grams  I  have  before  me,  that  they  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  as  a 
part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Fresno,  Calif.,  May  11, 1959. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Sir  :  Congratulations  on  your  vigorous 
stand  against  the  efforts  of  special  interest 
groups  who  seek  to  exempt  the  San  Luis 
project  from  Federal  reclamation  law. 

Richard  S.  Guerin  North, 
Chairman,  California  Federation  of 
Young  Democrats. 


Fresno,  Calif.,  May  11, 1959. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Sincere  thanks  from  the  veterans  in  the 
heart  of  the  Central  Valley  of  California  on 
San  Luis  project  bill  to  enforce  160-acre  limi¬ 
tation  law.  This  law  is  necessary  to  stop 
factory  farming  in  California  and  open  more 
farmland  for  veterans  and  small  taxpayers. 

Evan  McPherson, 
Adjutant,  Post  884,  VFW,  Fresno, 
Calif. 

Fresno,  Calif.,  May  12, 1599. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Congratulations  on  your  fight  for  the  San 
Joaquins  west  side.  Acreage  limitation  pre¬ 
requisite  to  remedying  the  social  ills  result¬ 
ing  from  mammoth  farming.  More  im¬ 


portant  than  the  giveaway  are  the  human 
values  involved. 

Roy  Greenaway, 

Vice  President,  California  Democratic 
Counsel. 

San  Francisco,  Calif.,  May  12, 1959. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

California  Labor  Federation  wholehearted¬ 
ly  appreciates  your  efforts  on  S.  44  San  Luis 
project  on  behalf  of  people  of  California. 
Urge  you  to  continue  the  fight  to  obtain 
full  application  of  reclamation  law  to  Fed¬ 
eral  subsidized  water  development.  We  must 
firmly  close  the  door  to  unjust  enrichment, 
to  monopoly  of  water  resources,  and  to  sub¬ 
sidized  giantism  in  agriculture.  Your  policy 
would  secure  the  greatest  good  for  the  great¬ 
est  number,  and  stop  aggrandizement  of 
large  landowners. 

C.  J.  Haggerty, 

Secretary-Treasurer,  California  Labor 
Federation,  AFL-CIO. 

Fresno,  Calif.,  May  12,  1959. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Following  fight  on  San  Luis;  Californians 
are  fortunate  to  have  your  loyal  support. 

Lyle  F.  Gray. 

Fresno,  Calif.,  May  12,  1959. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

May  I,  a  social  worker,  add  my  support  to 
your  stand  on  the  San  Luis  project  bill;  160- 
acre  limitation  only  way  to  spread  cost  and 
benefits  of  additional  irrigation  water  to 
promote  welfare  of  all  California  citizens. 

Elaine  Giannopoulos. 

Berkeley,  Calif.,  May  12, 1959. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Thank  you  for  all  you  are  doing  to  preserve 
reclamation  law  in  California.  Keep  up  fight 
until  you  win  for  us. 

Walter  Packard. 

Berkeley,  Calif.,  May  12, 1959. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  do  all  you  can  to  have  the  160-acre 
limitation  law  on  water.  Appreciate  your 
fight  in  the  public  interest.  Our  club  is  be¬ 
hind  you. 

Grassroot  Democrats. 

Austin,  Tex.,  May  12,  1959. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Texas  State  AFL-CIO  appreciates  and 
endorses  the  efforts  you  and  Senator  Douglas 
are  making  to  require  full  application  of  rec¬ 
lamation  law  to  San  Luis  project.  The 
money  of  all  the  people  is  being  used  in  this 
water  development  project,  therefore  every 
effort  should  be  made  to  insure  its  benefits 
going  to  the  many  and  not  the  few. 

Jerry  R.  Holleman, 
President,  Texas  State  AFL-CIO. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  with  the 
exception  of  the  last  one,  from  the  Texas 
State  AFL-CIO,  all  the  telegrams  I  have 
received  come  from  California,  and  they 
deny  and  rebut  the  argument  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  California  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  great  unity  in  California 
in  favor  of  section  6  (a) . 
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I  am  about  to  close,  and  I  shall  then 
ask  for  a  quorum,  if  that  will  meet  the 
approval  of  the  acting  majority  leader. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  not  forget  what 
the  legal  issue  is.  All  we  are  asking  is 
that  there  be  stricken  from  the  bill  one 
section  wThich  looks  as  though  it  is  an 
attempt  to  amend  the  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  laws,  and  that  we  wait  to  take  up 
any  amendment  of  the  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  by  way  of  a  clean  bill,  because 
there  are  many  phases  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  which  I  agree  ought  to 
be  amended.  But  this  is  not  one  of  them. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Aiken 

Green 

Morse 

Anderson 

Gruening 

Morton 

Beall 

Hart 

Moss 

Bennett 

Hartke 

Mundt 

Bible 

Hayden 

Murray 

Bush 

Hennings 

Muskie 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hill 

Neuberger 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Holland 

O’Mahoney 

Capehart 

Hruska 

Pastore 

Carlson 

Humphrey 

Prouty 

Carroll 

Jackson 

Proxmire 

Case,  N.J. 

Javits 

Randolph 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Robertson 

Church 

Jordan 

Russell 

Clark 

Keating 

Saltonstall 

Cotton 

Kefauver 

Scott 

Curtis 

Kennedy 

Smathers 

Dirksen 

Kerr 

Smith 

Dodd 

Kuchel 

Sparkman 

Douglas 

Langer 

Stennis 

Eastland 

Lausche 

Talmadge 

Ellender 

Long 

Thurmond 

Engle 

McCarthy 

Williams,  Del. 

Ervin 

McClellan 

Yarborough 

Frear 

McNamara 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fulbright 

Goldwater 

Gore 

Magnuson 

Mansfield 

Martin 

Young,  Ohio 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon], 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Johnson],  the  Senators  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee  and  Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Mon- 
eoney],  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Symington],  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett]  is  absent  be¬ 
cause  of  illness. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott]  and 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Dworshak] 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  But¬ 
ler],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hickenlooper],  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Schoeppel],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wiley]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  are  detained  on 
official  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendments  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  for  himself 
and  other  Senators,  striking  out  certain 
provisions  of  the  bill  (putting  the  ques¬ 
tion)  . 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  a  division. 

On  a  division,  the  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  to  recommit  the  bill, 
but  before  speaking  on  the  motion  I  ask 
that  the  yeas  and  nays  be  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
may  we  have  order  in  the  Chamber? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order.  The  Senator 
from  Delaware  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  to  recommit  the  bill 
to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs,  and  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  supported  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Hlinois  and 
the  Senator  from  Oregon;  however,  the 
adoption  of  their  amendment  does  not 
clear  up  the  basic  opposition  to  the  bill. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  the  fact  that 
under  the  bill  we  are  proposing  to  spend 
$290  million  to  bring  into  production  new 
acreage  on  which  to  grow  agricultural 
crops  which  are  already  in  surplus  and 
agricultural  crops  of  which  we  have  an 
overabundance. 

This  bill  proposes  at  a  cost  of  $290 
million  to  the  American  taxpayers  to 
furnish  water  to  a  total  of  440,000  acres 
of  agricultural  land. 

On  the  basis  of  estimates  submitted  by 
the  various  Departments  the  indicated 
Federal  and  non-Federal  investment 
costs  for  irrigating  this  land  would  be 
about  $1,576  per  acre. 

It  simply  does  not  make  sense  for  one 
agency  of  the  U.S.  Government  to  spend 
$290  million  to  bring  300,000  acres  of  land 
into  production  while  at  the  same  time 
we  have  another  agency  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  paying  hundreds  of  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  to  farmers  for  taking  land  out  of 
production. 

This  project,  if  approved,  is  estimated 
to  increase  cotton  acreage  from  49,200  to 
132,000  acres,  increase  truck  crops  and 
alfalfa  from  none  to  88,000  acres,  in¬ 
crease  irrigated  pasture  from  none  to 
44,000  acres,  increase  tree  and  vine  crops 
from  none  to  22,000  acres,  and  increase 
other  field  crops  from  none  to  68,000 
acres,  although  there  would  be  a  slight 
reduction  in  the  hay  and  grain  crops 
acreage. 

In  defense  of  this  project  the  propo¬ 
nents  claim  that  criticism  of  the  project’s 
bringing  in  new  acreage,  thereby  adding 
to  our  present  agriculture  surpluses,  has 
been  overcome  by  the  adoption  of  the 
so-called  Russell  amendment. 

The  Russell  amendment  which  u7as 
adopted  last  Thursday  provides  that 
none  of  the  waters  provided  under  this 
irrigation  project  can  be  used  for  the  ir¬ 
rigation  of  new  land  upon  which  any 
basic  crops  will  be  produced.  This 
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amendment  specifies  new  land  and  will 
have  little  effect  upon  the  proposed  proj¬ 
ect  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that  this  project 
deals  with  the  irrigation  of  approximate¬ 
ly  300,000  acres  of  land,  all  of  which  has 
an  historical  record  of  being  irrigated 
in  that  they  have  been  irrigated  by  deep 
wells. 

To  confirm  this  point,  I  talked  with 
Mr.  John  F.  Cook,  program  specialist, 
Cotton  Stabilization  Service,  who  after 
examining  the  language  of  the  Russell 
amendment  stated  that  in  the  opinion 
of  his  Department  less  than  one-fourth 
of  the  acreage  involved  under  S.  44  would 
be  affected  by  the  Russell  amendment, 

Furthermore,  I  point  out  that  the 
original  justification  of  this  whole  proj¬ 
ect  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  was 
based  upon  the  assumption  that  132,000 
acres  of  the  San  Luis  project  will  be 
devoted  to  the  production  of  cotton,  and 
in  estimating  the  projected  income  pos¬ 
sibilities  of  the  farm  land  in  this  new 
project  on  page  99  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior’s  report  the  estimated  in¬ 
come  from  these  132,000  acres  of  cotton 
is  listed  at  $15,818,000  annually. 

The  total  estimated  production  of  the 
440,000  acres  is  only  $35,216,000. 

Furthermore,  as  has  been  pointed  out 
by  the  Senators  from  Illinois  and  Oregon, 
the  major  benefits  under  the  $290  million 
program  would  not,  as  has  been  sug¬ 
gested,  go  to  many  small  farmers. 

Even  the  adoption  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  and 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  will  not  en¬ 
tirely  remedy  this  situation.  I  say  that 
as  one  who  supported  their  amendment. 

It  would  be  a  simple  procedure  to  break 
the  acreage  of  land  down  into  small 
blocks,  to  form  separate  corporate  en¬ 
tities,  or  to  transfer,  ownership  to  in¬ 
dividual  members  of  the  family. 

In  any  event  once  the  water  is  made 
available  in  the  area  the  land  will  be 
used  for  the  production  of  crops. 
Whether  these  crops  are  produced  on 
large  or  small  farms  makes  no  difference 
as  far  as  the  taxpayers  are  concerned. 

They  will  be  called  upon  to  pay  the 
extra  costs  of  storing  these  additional 
crops. 

Now,  who  benefits  under  this  bill? 

The  Department  of  Interior  report  on 
page  89  states  that  of  the  440,000  acres 
in  the  San  Luis  area,  4  landowners  own 
143,700  acres;  10  own  68,500  acres;  52 
own  111,200  acres;  and  64  own  39,700 
acres.  This  means  that  130  landowners 
in  the  area  own  a  total  of  363,100  acres.  - 

As  pointed  out  earlier,  based  upon  the 
Department  of  Agriculture’s  report  this 
project  is  estimated  to  increase  cotton 
acreage  by  82,000  acres. 

The  junior  Senator  from  California 
claimed  the  other  day  that  the  type  of 
cotton  produced  in  California  is  a  differ¬ 
ent  type  from  that  produced  in  the  South 
and  would  not  be  in  competition  with 
Southern  cotton.  I  asked  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  to  comment  upon 
that  question,  and  I  was  advised  that 
the  cotton  produced  in  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  in  direct  competition  with  the 
Southern  cotton;  that  it  is  all  classified 
as  being  upland  cotton;  and  that  all  the 
cotton  being  produced  in  California  is 
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presently  being  supported  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  California 
produces  the  same  type  of  cotton  as  the 
South,  and  it  is  the  same  type  of  cotton 
of  which  there  is  such  a  surplus. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  in  the 
year  1958  California  produced  1.6  bales 
of  upland  or  long  staple  cotton.  Loans 
were  made  on  835,000  bales,  and  the 
Government  still  holds  from  the  1958 
crop  752,000  bales  of  cotton  produced  in 
the  State  of  California. 

In  1957  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  under  the  soil  bank  program  paid 
$2,741,143.72  to  105  farmers  in  California 
for  the  purpose  of  getting  them  to  with¬ 
draw  28,724  acres  from  the  production 
of  cotton. 

-  The  bill  proposes  to  bring  into  pro¬ 
duction  80,000  acres  of  cotton,  which 
is  nearly  three  times  as  much  cotton  to 
be  brought  into  production  as  was  taken 
out  of  production  by  the  $2%  million 
payment  only  2  years  ago. 

Now,  under  S.  44  and  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $290  million  it  is  proposed  that 
we  bring  into  production  300,000  acres 
of  new  croplands,  of  which  amount 
82,000  acres  will  be  used  for  the  produc- 
\  tion  of  cotton.  Other  crops  scheduled  to 
be  produced  are  also  in  oversupply. 

I  repeat,  based  upon  information  fur¬ 
nished  by  Mr.  Cook  of  the  Cotton  Stabili¬ 
zation  Service  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  Russell  amendment  will  not 
prohibit  the  production  of  cotton  in  this 
area,  as  was  intended. 

Our  Government  today  has  in  excess 
of  $9  billion  invested  in  surplus  agricul¬ 
tural  products.  Storage  costs  alone  on 
these  surplus  commodities  this  year  will 
exceed  $600  million. 

In  one  year  alone,  our  Government 
paid  more  than  $600  million  to  farmers 
for  the  purpose  of  encouraging  them  to 
let  their  land  lie  idle. 

Today  it  is  proposed  to  spend  another 
$290  million  to  bring  into  production 
440,000  acres  of  land. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Do  I  correctly 
understand,  from  what  the  Senator  has 
said,  that  the  land  could  be  applied  to 
basic  crops,  including  cotton,  so  that 
from  the  point  of  view  of  the  New  Eng¬ 
land  textile  plants,  which'' are  struggling 
with  a  cotton  surplus  problem,  passage 
of  the  bill  would  increase  the  cotton  sur¬ 
plus? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
passage  of  the  bill  would  increase  the 
cotton  surplus'.  The  Russell  amendment, 

I  was  advised  by  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture,  would  apply  to  less  than  one- 
fourth  of  the  acreage  devoted  to  any  of 
the  basic  crops  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that 
the  land  in  this  area  has  a  historical 
record  of  having  been  irrigated  by  wells 
and  thereby  would  not  come  under  the 
Russell  amendment  definition  as  to  new 
lands. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  had 
written  a  letter  to  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  commenting  upon  the  bill. 

I  read  again  the  last  paragraph  of  the 


letter  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior: 

The  project  is  estimated  to  increase  cot¬ 
ton  acreage  from  49,200  to  132,000  acres,  in¬ 
crease  truck  crops  and  alfalfa  from  0  to 
88,000  acres,  increase  irrigated  pasture  from 
0  to  44,000  acres,  increase  tree  and  vine  crops 
from  0  to  22,000  acres,  increase  other  field 
crops  from  0  to  66,000  acres  and  to  decrease 
hay  and  grain  crops  from  98,700  to  44,000 
acres. 

I  made  the  statement  the  other  day 
that  while  it  is  recognized  and  admitted 
that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  did 
recommend  this  project,  and  perhaps 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  approved  the 
project,  I  have  been  unable  to  find  any 
“evidence — and  no  one  else  has  come  for¬ 
ward  with  any  such  evidence — to  show 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
in  favor  of  the  bill.  This  is  the  De¬ 
partment  which  will  be  called  upon  to 
pay  to  take  this  land  out  of  production 
or  to  support  the  crops  produced.  I 
have  talked  with  representatives  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  they 
have  said  they  were  not  asked  for  an 
opinion.  The  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  did  write  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  called  attention  to  the  fact 
that  adoption  of  the  project  would  bring 
into  production  several  thousand  acres 
of  new  cropland  and  that  these  acres 
would  produce  crops  already  in  oversup- 
Ply. 

They  also  bring  out  the  fact  that  the 
Russell  amendment,  even  though  of¬ 
fered  with  good  intentions,  would  not 
be  applicable  in  this  particular  case 
because  three-fourths  of  these  lands 
would  not  fall  under  the  definition  of 
“newly  irrigated.” 

At  some  future  date  when  we  need 
increased  agricultural  production  to 
feed  an  expanded  population  this  proj¬ 
ect  may  well  be  justified,  but  it  cannot 
be  justified  today  in  the  face  of  our 
huge  inventories  of  surplus  products. 
Certainly  it  cannot  be  justified  in  the 
face  of  a  $10  billion  deficit. 

The  point  has  been  made  that  a  spe¬ 
cial  type  of  cotton,  called  extra  long 
staple  cotton,  can  be  raised  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  project.  However,  I  invite  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  even  if  this  acreage 
is  devoted  to  the  production  of  extra 
long  staple  cotton  we  already  have  a 
surplus  of  that  type  of  cotton. 

We  are  now  having  to  support  the  price 
of  extra  long  staple  cotton.  The  stock¬ 
piling  agency  has  220,000  bales  of  it  on 
hand  which  it  desires  to  get  rid  of.  That 
cotton  would  be  placed  back  on  the  mar¬ 
ket. 

All  of  these  crops  are  in  oversupply. 
No  one  will  deny  that  fact. 

On  April  28,  1959,  representatives  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  tes¬ 
tified  before  the  Tariff  Commission, 
asking  for  an  increase  in  tariff  or  for 
quotas  on  extra  long  staple  cotton  on  the 
basis  that  we  now  have  an  oversupply 
of  that  particular  kind  of  cotton.  In 
their  testimony  they  said  that  we  had  a 
supply  large  enough  to  last  more  than 
3  years  without  any  production  whatso¬ 
ever  of  that  particular  commodity.  As 
to  the  other  types  of  cotton,  we  know 
that  we  have  millions  of  bales  stored  in 
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warehouses,  and  we  are  paying  millions 
to  get  acreage  out  of  production. 

In  my  opinion  there  can  be  no  justi¬ 
fication  for  the  enactment  of  the  bill 
at  this  time,  bringing  into  production 
this  new  land,  even  though  it  may  at 
some  future  date  be  practicable. 

I  urge  the  defeat  of  the  bill. 

■  Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
enthusiastically  to  support  the  position 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware.  It  seems 
to  me  that  this  is  about  as  clear-cut  an 
economy  vote  as  Senators  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  cast  in  this  session. 

As  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has 
pointed  out,  the  bill  authorizes  $290  mil¬ 
lion.  That  is  substantially  more  than  is 
involved  in  the  present  version  of  the 
depressed  areas  bill,  which  is  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  which  has 
been  denounced  from  one  end  of  the 
country  to  the  other  as  extravagant 
spending. 

This  bill  would  greatly  increase  the 
production  of  farm  products,  some  of 
which,  as  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has 
pointed  out,  are  now  in  surplus. 

I  should  like  to  reaffirm  something  I 
said  the  other  day.  While  many  of  the 
crops  proposed,  to  be  produced,  such  as 
alfalfa,  vegetables,  fruits,  and  so  forth, 
are  not  now  in  surplus,  it  seems  to  me 
that  anyone  who  has  studied  the  farm 
problem  over  the  past  years  must  recog¬ 
nize  that  those  commodities  might  very 
well  be  in  surplus  in  the  near  future. 

If  there  is  one  truism  in  agricultural 
economics,  it  is  that  we  are  now  having 
a  technological  explosion  in  farm  pro¬ 
duction. 

Another  truism  is  that  the  demand  for 
food  is  fairly  inelastic.  If  we  increase 
the  production  of  food  the  price  the 
farmer  receives  drops  catastrophically. 

The  bill  would  do  one  of  two  things — 
or  perhaps  both.  Either  it  would  de¬ 
press  farm  income,  or  it  would  result  in 
a  great  increase  in  the  burden  on  the 
Federal  taxpayer,  who  would  have  to 
take  the  surpluses  off  the  market  if  we 
support  farm  income. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  issue  is  very 
clear-cut.  Senators  who  believe  in  safe¬ 
guarding  farm  income,  and  those  who 
believe  in  economy  in  government,  will 
vote  in  favor  of  the  proposal  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  to  recommit  the  bill 
to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insu¬ 
lar  Affairs. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  I  join  my 
distinguished  friend  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Proxmire]  in  complimenting  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams] 
on  his  analysis  of  the  bill. 

I  congratulate  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  on  his  clear  presentation  of  the  fal¬ 
lacy  of  the  bill.  It  seems  impossible  that 
we  are  about  to  vote  to  bring  a  vast 
amount  of  new  land  under  irrigation,  so 
that  it  can  be  put  into  production,  while 
at  the  same  time  we  are  paying  large 
sums  of  money  to  induce  farmers  to  take 
land  out  of  production. 

I  concur  in  the  thought  that  Senators 
who  favor  economy — or  even  common- 
sense — in  Government  should  support 
the  motion  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware  to  recommit  the  bill.  I 
earnestly  hope  the  Senate  will  so  vote. 
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Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  California  .  [Mr. 
Kuchel]  a  few  questions  about  the  bill. 

The  first  question  is  this:  Did  the  bill 
receive  Senate  approval  last  year? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  It  did. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Were  there  any  dis¬ 
senting  votes  last  year? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  There  were  two. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  ask  the  Senator 
whether  the  bill  has  the  support  and  en¬ 
dorsement  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Indeed,  it  has. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Does  it  have  the  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  It  has. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Does  it  have  the  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  It  has. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Is  it  in  line  with  the 
administration  program? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  There  can  be  no  ques¬ 
tion  about  that. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Were  all  the  factors 
which  have  been  discussed  taken  into 
account  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
before  the  bill  became  a  part  of  the 
administration  program? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Let  me  say  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Proxmire]  that  the  bill 
was  approved  last  year.  It  is  within 
the  confines  of  the  President’s  budget, 
and  it  has  been  carefully  thought  out 
over  a  period  of  time.  So  some  of  the 
comparisons  which  are  made  seem  to 
fall  of  their  own  weight.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment  they  have  no  substance. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  enumerated  a 
number  of  agencies.  Will  he  also  ask 
the  Senator  from  California  if  he  can 
produce  any  letter  or  statement  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  the  effect 
that  it  approves  the  bill?  Certainly  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  is  one  agency 
which  would  be  vitally  interested  in  the 
proposal  to  bring  under  cultivation  440,- 
000  acres  of  land. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  answer  to  that 
question  is,  of  course - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  “No.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  answer  is  simply 
this:  This  subject  is  under  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 
I  do  not  know  that  it  is  the  function  of 
the  committee  to  ask  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  or  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  whether  this  kind  of  measure 
should  be  approved.  If  it  is  a  measure 
involving  subjects  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  that 
is  the  place  to  go  to  obtain  approval  of 
it,  because  that  agency  has  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject  matter.  That  agency 
includes  the  component  agency,  namely, 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  further  yield  ^ 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  this 
proposal  does  not  fall  within  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
I  ask  the  Senator  why  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  should  request  the  com¬ 


ments  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
and  why,  after  receiving  the  letter  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  did  not  send  it 
to  the  Congress. 

I  repeat  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
did  not  endorse  this  bill.  They  are  not 
on  record  as  favoring  bringing  into 
production  new  croplands  when  we  al¬ 
ready  have  our  wax-ehouses  full  of  surplus 
crops. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  a  matter  of 
interdepartmental  character,  and  is  not 
a  responsibility  of  oui-s.  I  am  pointing 
out  the  essential  fact  that  I  have  been 
given  to  understand  that  this  bill  was  a 
part  of  the  administration’s  program.  It 
has  been  approved  by  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion.  It  has  been  approved  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget.  Certainly  it  is  with¬ 
in  the  context  of  the  administration’s 
program. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  In  addition  to  its 
being  a  part  of  the  administration’s  pro¬ 
gram,  I  suggest,  from  this  side  of  the 
aisle,  that  this  is  a  project  which  I  have 
gone  over  with  extreme  care.  I  have 
been  over  every  part  of  it.  I  have  studied 
it  twice  in  anticipation  of  action  by  the 
Senate.  I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  that  it  also  has  the  approval 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and 
Reclamation  of  the  Committee  on  inte¬ 
rior  and  Insular  Affairs.  I  believe  it  to 
be  a  fine,  worthwhile  project  and  is  one 
which  could  be  adopted  without  danger 
to  the  agricultural  situation  in  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sxxre  that  either  by  silence  or  otherwise 
I  approved  this  program  last  year  in  the 
Senate.  Obviously  in  the  absence  of  any 
argxxment  or  contention  which  would 
pei-suade  me  to  vote  otherwise,  I  believe 
that  in  the  interest  of  consistency  I  ought 
to  support  the  position  taken  by  the  dis- 
tingxxished  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  can¬ 
not  begin  to  thank  the  minox-ity  leader 
for  the  comments  he  has  just  made.  I 
am  rather  surprised  at  the  opposition 
of  my  friend,  the  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Proxmire].  My  friends  from 
Wisconsin  comes  from  a  State  which  has 
received  munificent  treatment  by  the 
Federal  Treasury  in  price  suppoi'ts 
throughout  the  years.  How  much  of 
that  has  come  back  into  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States?  Not  a  penny. 

But  here  today  we  have  a  project 
which  is  a  reimbursable  project,  the 
moneys  derived  from  which  will  be  re¬ 
turned  to  the  Federal  Treasury  by  the 
water  users  and  by  the  power  users  in 
the  State  of  California.  This  is  no  lar¬ 
gess.  This  is  something  which  has  the 
approval  of  every  affected  agency.  I  am 
greatly  distressed  by  my  friend  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams],  Is  it  not  fair 
to  say  that  the  approval  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  constitutes  the  approval  by 
the  administration?  I  think  so. 

It  is  also  fair  to  point  out — and  with 
this  I  conclude  my  statement — that  the 
able  and  distinguished  Senator  from 
Geoi-gia  [Mr.  Russell]  offered  an 
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amendment  with  respect  to  the  so-called 
basic  crops.  That  is  exactly  in  line  with 
what  the  Senate  did  2  years 'ago  in  the 
upper  Colorado  River  legislation,  which 
was  also  recommended  by  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration. 

There  is  nothing  new  and  novel  in  the 
proposed  legislation  we  have  befoi-e  us. 
Only  a  few  days  ago  one  of  the  Senators 
from  the  State  of  Washington  came  to 
the  Senate  with  a  project,  likewise  rec¬ 
ommended.  It  was  approved  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  Why  should  this  proposed  project 
be  chosen  for  opposition? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  an¬ 
swer  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  and 
the  Senator  from  California  I  might  say 
that  when  I  opened  my  remarks  I  con¬ 
ceded  that  the  project  had  the  approval 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  which  indi¬ 
cates  that  the  administration  is  in  favor 
of  it.  That,  however,  does  not  make  it 
sacred.  I  have  said,  and  I  repeat  the 
statement,  if  anyone  can  show  me  where 
the  Department  of  Agx-iculture  has  in¬ 
dicated  in  any  way  that  it  is  in  favor  of 
this  project,  I  should  like  to  see  it.  I 
cannot  conceive  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  which  asked  Congress  to 
appropi-iate  $600  million  annually  to  pay 
farmei-s  to  take  land  out  of  production, 
should  now  ask  that  $290  million  be 
spent  through  another  agency  to  bring 
land  back  into  production. 

I  did  not  support  the  measure  last 
years,  and  I  am  not  supporting  it  this 
year.  Whether  it  passes  or  not  this  year 
is  a  decision  for  the  Senate  to  make. 

I  repeat  that,  notwithstanding  all  the 
arguments  which  have  been  made  by 
the  proponents  of  this  project,  no  one 
denies  the  fact  that  the  project  will  in¬ 
crease  the  surplus  farm  commodities 
which  are  already  in  oversupply.  That 
statement  cannot  be  denied.  It  cannot 
be  denied  that  the  project  will  increase 
the  production  of  cotton  and  all  the 
other  basic  crops,  notwithstanding  the 
adoption  of  the  Russell  amendment,  be¬ 
cause  the  Russell  amendment  spells  out 
newly  irrigated  land,  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  said  that  less 
than  one-fourth  of  the  project  will  fall 
into  the  categoi-y  of  newly  iiTigated  land, 
and  that  all  the  rest  will  come  in  under 
old  basic  allotment. 

The  enactment  of  this  bill  will  further 
inci-ease,  thx*ough  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corpoi-ation  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  multimillion  dollar  storage 
expense  of  these  products.  We  cannot 
escape  that  fact  in  any  manner,  shape, 
or  foirn.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  pro¬ 
ponents  will  even  attempt  to  deny  it. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  merely  wish  to 
make  a  brief  statement  in  favor  of  the 
bill  as  it  stands,  and  against  the  motion 
to  recommit  it. 

I  am  very  much  distressed  that  Sena- 
toi-s  fi*om  the  Middle  West,  particularly, 
should  raise  their  voices  against  the  bill. 
Because  of  a  geogi-aphic  phenomenon, 
most  of  the  western  pai*t  of  the  United 
States  is  aiid.  That  whole  vast  section 
of  the  United  States  which  lies  between 
the  Great  Plains  and  the  Pacific  moun¬ 
tain  barriers,  such  as  the  Sierras  and 
the  Cascades,  does  not  have  enough 
water  in  natural  precipitation.  There 
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can  be  no  agriculture  in  vast  sections  of 
California,  Oregon,  and  Washington  and 
in  the  great  mountain  States  like  Ari¬ 
zona,  Wyoming  and  Colorado  unless 
there  is  reclamation.  Theodore  Roose¬ 
velt  recognized  that  fact,  when  this 
great  President  who  was  so  familiar 
with  the  West,  established  the  U.S.  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation. 

I  recently  saw  a  compilation  prepared 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on 
the  vast  sums  paid  in  Federal  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  soil  bank  payments  since  those 
programs  were  instituted.  If  I  am  not 
mistaken,  twor  of  the  three  crops  which 
have  received  the  largest  sums  in  price 
support  benefactions  and  soil  bank 
benefactions  are  mainly  grown  in  the 
Middle  West,  and  those  are  corn  and 
wheat.  Price  supports  do  not  return 
any  direct  financial  payment  to  the 
Treasury. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  be  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  in  a  moment.  My  State  receives 
to  some  limited  degree  wheat  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  soil  bank  payments.  Not¬ 
withstanding  that  fact,  in  1957  I  was  one 
of  only  seven  Members  of  the  Senate* 
who  voted  to  do  away  with  the  acreage 
reserve  of  the  soil  bank,  because  in  my 
opinion  it  had  become  very  extravagant 
and  wasteful. 

I  believe  that  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater], 
who  is  on  the  floor,  was  another  Sena¬ 
tor  who  cast  his  vote  in  favor  of  that 
proposal,  as  was  also  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]. 

I  do  not  see  how  Senators  from  the 
Middle  West  can  say  that  a  reclamation 
project  in  one  of  the  States  of  the  Far 
West  is  a  wasteful  project,  when  most 
of  the  cost  of  the  project  will  be  returned 
to  the  Treasury  in  the  form  of  revenues 
collected  for  the  water  and  power  pro¬ 
duced  or  in  the  form  of  amortization  for 
the  development  of  land,  and  in  the  pay¬ 
ments  for  pumping.  We  must  even  pay 
for  what  it  costs  to  pump  the  water,  in 
addition  to  the  water  rights.  I  believe 
that  is  correct. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  My  friend,  the 
Senator  from  California  says  it  is  cor¬ 
rect,  and  of  course  it  is. 

By  contrast,  the  vast  sums  spent  for 
farm  price  supports  and  soil  bank  pay- 
the  development  of  land  ,and  in  the  pay¬ 
ments  are  not  returned  to  the  Treasury 
at  all.  Therefore  I  do  not  understand 
how  Senators  from  the  lush  Middle  West 
can  take  the  position  that  the  costly 
price  support  payments  are  not  a  drain 
on  the  Treasury,  whereas  the  Federal 
reclamation  projects,  which  are  reim¬ 
bursable,  do  constitute  a  drain  on  the 
Treasury.  It  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be 
a  fair  or  reasonable  contention. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  yield. 


will  wait  until  eternity,  except  if  we 
should  go  through  another  wartime 
period.  I  believe  if  we  will  examine 
the  record  we  will  find  that  we  have 
always  had  surpluses  of  cotton  and 
wheat  through  long  periods  of  time, 
except  during  wartime. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  The  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  is  eminently  cor¬ 
rect.  He  is  a  man  of  consistent  posi¬ 
tion.  He  has  supported  price  support 
payments,  which  are  important  to  his 
great  agricultural  State,  and  he  has  sup¬ 
ported,  also,  the  Federal  reclamation 
program  which  operates  in  a  few  parts  of 
the  Dakotas  and  throughout  most  of 
the  American  West. 

I  think  it  is  a  historical  fact,  which 
we  must  recognize,  that  there  would 
be  virtually  no  agriculture  in  the  Rocky 
Mountain  region  if  it  were  not  for  the 
Federal  reclamation  program.  When 
Senators  take  the  floor  to  urge  the  de¬ 
feat  of  a  reclamation  project  such  as 
this,  they  are,  in  effect,  saying  there 
should  be  no  expansion  of  agriculture 
in  most  of  the  American  West  from  the 
Continental  Divide  on  to  the  Cascades 
and  Sierras. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Young]  for  the  consistent 
.support  he  has  given  to  this  irrigation 
program. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  in 
reply  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  and 
the  Senator  from  California,  the  fact 
that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  favors  a 
program  should  in  no  way,  it  seems  to 
me,  foreclose  the  right  of  Senators  to 
make,  or  try  to  make,  economies  in  the 
program.  The  minority  leader  offers 
the  Senate  a  fantastic  argument  when 
he  says  that  this  is  a  program  which 
cannot  be  cut  simply  because  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  has  recommended  it. 

I  expect  to  offer  amendments  in  the 
coming  months  which  will  reduce  au¬ 
thorizations  or  appropriations  approved 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  whenever 
I  find  there  is  fat — as  there  is  in  this 
case — in  their  recommendations.  They 
have  and  will  yield  to  political  pressure 
to  advocate  unwarranted  spending. 

The  second  argument  made  by  the 
Senator  from  California  and  the  Senator 
from  Oregon,  that  this  is  money  which 
will  be  returned,  and  is  not  simply  a  gift, 
is  not  quite  accurate.  The  fact  is  that 
this  is  largely  interest-free  money,  be¬ 
cause  it  relates  to  irrigation,  as  con¬ 
trasted  with  bills  which  so  far  have  been 
under  fire  the  most  in  the  country, 
namely,  the  housing-  bill  and  the  de¬ 
pressed  areas  bill.  Those  are  largely 
loan  programs,  which  make  available 
funds  which  will  be  returned  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury  without  the  loss  of  a 
nickel,  because  they  will  be  paid  back 
with  interest.  Interest  loss  on  this  bill 
may  in  the  judgment  of  some  competent 
students  of  the  legislation  equal  the 
total  authorization  in  the  bill;  and  of 
**  course  the  American  taxpayer  will  have 


Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Is  it 
not  true  that  because  of  these  reclama¬ 
tion  projects,  millions  of  Americans  have 
found  opportunity  in  the  western  part 
of  the  United  States,  and  that  if  we 
wait  for  such  time  as  when  there  will 
be  no  surpluses  of  cotton  or  wheat,  we 


to  make  up  the  full  interest  loss. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  makes  an 
excellent  point,  and  the  only  point,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  raised  by  opponents  of  reclama¬ 
tion  which  really  relates  to  the  heart  of 
the  argument  raised  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware.  He  points  out  that  it  is  neces¬ 


sary  to  have  irrigation  in  the  Far  West  if 
there  is  to  be  any  kind  of  agricultural 
program  at  all.  Of  course,  he  is  correct. 

I  think  the  Senate  and  the  House 
which  means  the  American  taxpayers 
have  been  enormously  generous  to  that 
part  of  our  country,  and  properly  so.  I 
think  it  is  highly  desirable  that  there  be 
this  kind  of  program.  However,  it  seems 
to  me  that  it  is  a  matter  of  timing.  At 
present,  I  think  it  is  a  master  piece  of 
understatement  to  say  there  is  no  need 
for  a  greater  production  of  food.  It  is 
true  that  some  agricultural  commodities 
are  not  in  surplus,  but  many  of  those  are 
likely  to  be  in  surplus  in  the  future. 
However,  for  the  next  5  or  10  years  there 
is  not  likely  to  be  any  vast  additional 
need  for  cotton,  alfalfa,  fruits,  and 
vegetables. 

It  is  true  that  my  State  of  Wisconsin, 
as  well  as  the  rest  of  the  Midwest,  has 
benefited  by  the  price  support  program. 
We  are  very  sorry  we  have  found 
these  programs  necessary.  Democrats 
and  Republicans,  alike — farmers,  par¬ 
ticularly— regret  very  much  the  necessity 
for  the  price  support  program.  Above 
all,  we  want  to  see  programs  supported 
by  Congress  which  will  eliminate  the 
necessity  for  price  support  programs. 
We  do  not  want  programs  which  will 
force  us  to  rely  on  price  supports  more 
in  the  future  than  has  been  the  case  in 
the  past. 

That  is  exactly  what  the  bill  proposes 
to  do.  The  bill  will  greatly  increase  the 
production  of  food  products  which  are 
in  competition  with  similar  products 
grown  in  Wisconsin,  particularly  alfalfa. 
There  will  be  a  further  increase  in  the 
surplus  of  alfalfa  and  of  milk.  This  will 
make  it  necessary  for  us  to  rely  even 
more  on  price  support  programs,  and  we 
do  not  like  them. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  The  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  regrets  the  necessary  to  have 
a  price  support  program.  I  may  say 
that  we  from  the  Far  West  regret  the 
necessity  to  irrigate  our  arid  uplands  in 
order  to  make  them  productive.  But 
Almighty  God,  in  His  infinite  wisdom, 
did  not  cause  enough  precipitation  in 
the  form  of  rain  or  snowfall  to  occur 
there  so  as  to  permit  agriculture  in  its 
natural  state  Therefore,  it  is  necessary 
to  have  artificial  reclamation  in  the 
form  of  canals  and  storage  reservoirs. 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  if 
in  the  interest  of  economy  he  will  offer 
an  amendment  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
Federal  funds  for  price  supports  on  dairy 
products. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  principal  farm  bill  last  year 
to  do  exactly  that.  I  think  it  would  have 
saved  the  Government  an  enormous 
amount  of  money.  The  proposal  was 
supported  by  every  dairy-producing  or¬ 
ganization  in  my  State.  This  was  a  self- 
help  bill  which  would  have  prevented 
dairy  surpluses  by  self-regulation  of 
production  with  adequate  penalties.  We 
favor  that  kind  of  action. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Does  the  Senator 
favor  eliminating  price  supports  on  corn 
and  wheat? 
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Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  do  not  want  to 
get  into  a  discussion  of  that  subject;  it 
is  an  entirely  different  one.  I  think 
there  ought  to  be  a  farm  program  which 
will  eliminate  the  necessity  for  price 
supports  by  a  limitation  of  farm  pro¬ 
duction.  But  that  is  entirely  aside  from 
the  point  at  issue. 

My  only  difference  with  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  is  one  of  timing.  I  agree, 
certainly,  that  assistance  should  be  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  reclamation  and  the  irri¬ 
gation  of  land  in  the  Par  West.  I  simply 
say  that  this  is  not  the  time  to  do  a  great 
deal  more  of  it. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  The  area  covered  by  the 
bill  is  already  in  agricultural  production. 
This  is  not  a  matter  of  bringing  new 
land  into  production;  it  is  a  question  of 
changing  the  type  of  agriculture.  Al¬ 
most  200,000  acres  are  producing  wheat 
there  now,  because  it  is  necessary  for 
the  farmers  to  do  dry-land  farming,  in¬ 
asmuch  as  their  wells  go  down  from  600 
to  2,000  feet.  It  is  my  assertion  that  by 
putting  water  on  the  land,  this  agricul¬ 
tural  area  will  be  transformed  from  one 
which  produces  price-supported  wheat 
and  cotton  into  one  where  non-price- 
supported  products  will  be  substituted. 
More  melons,  fruits,  and  vegetables  will 
be  grown  to  feed  the  millions  of  people 
who  are  coming  to  California.  We  sim¬ 
ply  cannot  otherwise  grow  enough  of 
such  food  to  be  consumed  in  the  metro¬ 
politan  centers. 

So  if  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  is 
arguing  that  we  shall  be  bringing  new 
land  into  production,  I  should  say  that 
he  does  not  understand  the  point.  We 
are  not  doing  that.  These  lands  are  at 
present  in  production.  We  are  trying 
to  change  the  nature  of  the  production, 
so  that  it  will  become  non-price-sup¬ 
ported  production. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  facts  were 
specified  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams!.  They  have  not  been 
challenged.  He  pointed  out  that  there 
would  be  an  enormous  increase  in  cot¬ 
ton  production  and  a  tremendous  in¬ 
crease  in  alfalfa.  Alfalfa  is  not  now 
supported,  but  it  is  directly  related  to 
the  production  of  livestock  and  milk 
products,  which  are  either  in  oversupply 
now  or  will  be  in  oversupply  in  the  near 
future. 

It  makes  all  the  sense  in  the  world 
that  when  this  much  water  is  put  on  the 
land,  there  will  be  an  enormous  increase 
in  the  agricultural  income  in  this  partic¬ 
ular  area,  at  a  time  when  there  is  a 
surplus  of  food  in  America.  Supply  will 
increase  further;  price  will  drop.  So  the 
effect  on  the  overall  farm  income  will  be 
harmful,  will  be  deleterious,  and  the  ef¬ 
fect  on  the  taxpayers  will  be  even 
more  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hart  in  the  chair) .  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  to  re¬ 
commit  the  bill.  On  this  question  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon]  , 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Johnson],  the  Senators  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee  and  Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Mon- 
roney],  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Symington]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]  are  absent,  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett]  is  absent  because 
of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Bartlett],  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  [Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator 
from  Texas" [Mr.  Johnson],  the  Senators 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee  and  Mr. 
O’Mahoney],  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington],  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott] 
and  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Dworshak]  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Butler],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.' 
Hickenlooper],  the  Senator  from  Kan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Schoeppel],  and  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wiley]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  are  detained  on 
official  business. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott]  . 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  would  vote  “yea”  and 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  24, 
nays  57,  as  follows; 


YEAS— 24 


Aiken 

Eastland 

Russell 

Beall 

Ervin 

Saltonstall 

Bush 

Frear 

Scott 

Byrd,  Va. 

Keating 

Smith 

Capehart 

Lausche 

Stennis 

Case,  N.J. 

Prouty 

Talmadge 

Clark 

Proxmlre 

Thurmond 

Cotton 

Robertson 

NAYS— 57 

Williams,  Del. 

Anderson 

.Hart 

McClellan 

Bennett 

Hartke 

McNamara 

Bible 

Hayden 

Magnuson 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hennings 

Mansfield 

Carlson 

Hill 

Martin 

Carroll 

Holland 

Morse 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Hruska 

Morton 

Church 

Humphrey 

Moss 

Curtis 

Jackson 

Mundt 

Dlrksen 

Javits 

Murray 

Dodd 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Muskie 

Douglas 

Jordan 

Neuberger 

Ellender 

Kefauver 

Pastore 

Engle 

Kennedy 

Randolph 

Fulbrlght 

Kerr 

Smathers 

Goldwater 

Kuchel 

Sparkman 

Gore 

Langer 

Yarborough 

Green 

Long 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Gruening 

McCarthy 

Young,  Ohio 
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Allott 

Cooper 

O’Mahoney 

Bartlett 

Dworshak 

Schoeppel 

Bridges 

Hickenlooper 

Symington 

Butler 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Wiley 

Cannon 

McGee 

Williams,  N.J. 

Chavez 

Monroney 

May  12  j 

So  the  motion  of  Mr.  Williams  of 
Delaware  to  recommit  the  bill  was 
rejected. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  motion  was 
rejected  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to  „ 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

If  there  be  no  further  amendment  to  be 
proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading  and  read  the  third 
time.  - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  now  is,  Shall  it  pass? 

The  bill  (S.  44)  was  passed. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill 
was  passed. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to.  * _ 


RESERVES  REQUIRED  TO  BE  MAIN¬ 
TAINED  BY  MEMBER  BANKS  OF 
THE  FEDERAL  RESERVE  SYSTEM 
Mr\  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  185,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  l\20,  so  that  it  may  be  made  the 
unfinished  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  read'by  title,  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate^ 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  1120) 
.to  amend  section  19  of  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  Act  withVespect  to  the  reserves 
required  to  be  maintained  by  member 
banks  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System 
against  deposits.  \ 

The  PRESIDING,  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion'of 
the  Senator  fi;om  Montana. 

The  motion  was  agrred  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  nram  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Corrency  with 
amendments.  \ 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  information  of  Senators,  led;  me  say 
that  while  this  bill  has  been  made  the 
unfinished  business,  it  will  not  ote  acted 
upon  until  tomorrow.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  introductory  state¬ 
ment  on  behalf  of  the  bill  will  be  made 
by  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  me 
junior  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Roeertson],  at  the  conclusion  of  th\ 
morning  hour  tomorrow. 

The  remainder  of  the  session  today  will 
be  for  the  purpose  of  speeches,  insertions 
in  the  Record,  and  things  of  that  sort. 
There  will  be  no  more  votes. 


SAN  LUIS  UNIT,  CENTRAL  VALLEY 
PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr,  President,  the 
people  of  the  country  won  a  great  victory 
this  afternoon  when  section  6(a)  of  the 
San  Luis  bill  was  eliminated. 
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If  this  provision  is  not  restored  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  it  will  mean 
that  the  big  estates  of  California  in  the 
Central  Valley,  if  they  wish  to  secure 
the  surface  irrigation  water,  can  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  dissolve  into  smaller  farms,  and 
there  will  be  a  better  basis  of  land  owner¬ 
ship  and  cultivation  in  this  great  area. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  result  of  this 
vote  indicates  the  importance  of  discus¬ 
sion  and  debate,  because  when  the  bill 
was  brought  to  the  floor  on  last  Tuesday 
everything  was  apparently  primed  for  its 
speedy  passage.  The  committee,  with 
one  possible  exception,  had  brought  in  a 
report  advocating  the  bill  with  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  section  6(a).  This  provision 
was  supported  by  the  two  very  amiable, 
popular,  and  able  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia.  The  great  majority  of  the  mem¬ 
bership  did  not  know  a  great  deal  about 
the  bill,  and  therefore  was  ready  to  ap¬ 
prove  it. 

I  must  also  admit  that  the  two  Sena¬ 
tors  who  primarily  took  the  floor  to  op¬ 
pose  the  measure,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon  and  the  senior  Senator 
from  Illinois,  would  probably  never  win 
any  popularity  contest  among  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  body. 

We  had  before  us  for  consideration, 
therefore,  a  measure  with  everything  in 
its  favor. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  and  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  in  the  debates  of 
last  week  and  yesterday  tried  to  de¬ 
velop  the  facts  in  this  case,  and  I  think 
we  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction  of 
those  who  listened  and  read  the  Record 
that,  with  section  6(a)  in  it,  it  was  a  bad 
bill. 

There  were  only  a  few  people  who  lis¬ 
tened  to  the  debates.  At  times  it  seemed 
to  be  a  futile  exercise.  There  were  only 
a  few  people  on  the  floor  as  we  talked 
against  what  seemed  to  be  overwhelm¬ 
ing  odds. 

Yet  the  extraordinary  thing  is  that  as 
the  facts  were  developed  one  could  see  the 
opinion  of  the  Senate  change.  Senator 
after  Senator  took  the  floor  to  say  he  be¬ 
lieved  section  6(a)  was  a  bad  section  and 
should  be  eliminated  from  the  bill. 

The  analysis  of  the  bill  spread  by  a 
process  of  osmosis  through  the  Senate 
as  a  whole,  so  that  those  who  did  not 
hear  the  debates  nevertheless  read  the 
Record,  or  colleagues  upon  whom  they 
relied  relayed  information  to  them. 
This  afternoon  it  became  pretty  clear 
from  the  voice  vote,  and  was  made 
abundantly  clear  on  the  division  vote 
which  was  taken,  that  it  was  the  over¬ 
whelming  opinion  of  the  Senate  that 
section  6(a)  should  be  eliminated  from 
the  bill. 

This  was  both  a  great  victory  for  the 
people  and  also  a  demonstration  of  the 
value  of  discussion  and  debate.  There 
has  been  too  much  of  an  idea,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  important  public  matters 
should  be  settled  off  the  floor,  should  be 
settled  by  secret  arrangements,  and  that 
debate  itself  should  be  minimized  and 
curtailed,  being  at  best  useless  and  at 
worst  actually  harmful. 

I  hope  our  experience  in  this  debate 
will  encourage  other  Senators  from  time 


to  time,  when  they  feel  strongly  about  a 
measure  and  feel  informed  about  that 
measure,  to  take  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
and  to  express  their  convictions  honestly 
and  accurately.  I  hope,  therefore,  that 
this  discussion  may  pave  the  way  for 
something  of  a  change  in  Senate  pro¬ 
cedure  in  this  matter. 

I  also  wish  to  pay  tribute  to  the  many 
people  in  California  who,  amidst  dis¬ 
couragements  and  great  pressures,  have 
remained  faithful  to  the  ideal  of  a  demo¬ 
cratic  system  of  ownership  of  land — 
humble  men  and  women,  farmers,  la¬ 
borers,  scholars,  and  editors  of  small 
papers  who  have  made  great  sacrifices. 

I  also  wish  to  pay  tribute  to  those 
who  in  the  past  have  held  up  the  ideal 
of  the  160-acre  limitation  and  the  broad 
ownership  of  land,  and  who  were 
punished  for  their  convictions.  These 
are  people  who  have  been  boycotted  and 
blacklisted  in  the  valley  and  through¬ 
out  California  because  of  opinions  which 
they  have  held.  There  are  heroic  public 
figures  such  as  Helen  Gahagan  Douglas, 
who  went  down  to  political  defeat  in 
1950  in  part  because  she  stood  for  this 
principle.  These  people  perished  along 
the  wayside — in  some  cases  physically 
and  in  other  cases  politically — but  they 
kept  the  spark  of  revolt  against  land 
monopoly  alive.  Without  them  the  vic¬ 
tory  which  was  won  this  afternoon  would 
not  have  been  possible.  I  salute  these 
men  and  these  women.  I  thank  them  for 
all  they  have  done.  I  pay  tribute  to 
them. 

I  also  wish  to  thank  the  two  Senators 
from  Oregon,  both  the  senior  Senator 
and  the  junior  Senator,  for  the  magnif¬ 
icent  help,  assistance,  and  leadership 
they  gave  in  this  debate,  which  are  really 
beyond  praise. 

I  also  wish  to  pay  tribute,  if  I  may,  to 
the  two  Senators  from-  California,  the 
senior  Senator  and  the  junior  Senator. 
We  had  a  hard  struggle.  It  was  a  vigor¬ 
ous  fight,  but  the  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  fought  fair  and  preserved 
throughout  the  personal  friendliness 
and  amiability  we  should  all  have  in  our 
relationship  with  those  with  whom  we 
may  disagree.  I  wish  to  say  that  on  my 
part  I  have  only  the  kindliest,  warmest, 
and  friendliest  of  feelings  for  both  these 
fine  Senators. 

I  believe  that  in  its  final  form  the 
measure,  while  it  is  costly,  will  probably 
in  the  long  years  ahead  pay  out,  because 
the  land  is  extremely  fertile.  I  can  only 
hope  that  the  retention  of  the  160-acre 
limitation  will  prevail  in  the  House  and 
will  be  present  in  the  final  bill. 

I  wish  to  say  to  my  good  friends  from 
California  that  if  by  any  chance  sec¬ 
tion  6(a)  should  reappear  in  the  bill  in 
any  form  the  Senator  from  Illinois  will 
fight  the  proposed  bill,  as  he  has  stated, 
on  the  beaches,  in  the  fields,  and  on  the 
streets,  to  the  very  end. 

I  voted  for  the  bill  once  section  6(a) 
had  been  eliminated.  But  if  section  6(a) 
comes  back  into  the  bill,  I  believe  it  will 
be  found  that  the  Senator  from  Illinois, 
the  Senators  from  Oregon,  and  other 
Senators  will  be  quite  vigorous  in  their 
opposition. 


STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  SCHOEP- 
\PEL  ON  NOMINATION  OP  LEWIS  L. 
STRAUSS  TO  BE  SECRETARY  OP 

Commerce 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
ScHpEPPEL  l  yesterday  made  a  robust 
statement  before  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  on  the 
nomination  of  Lewis  L.  Strauss  to  be 
Secretary  of  Commerce.  I  believe  the 
statement  is  enlightening,  and  is  worthy 
of  a  place  in  the  Record.  I  therefore 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be 
printed  m  the  Record  at  this  point  as  a 
part  of  rdy  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was\  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  aa follows: 

Statement  ©f  Senator  Andrew  F.  Schoep- 
pel  at  Hearing  of  Senate  Committee  on 
Interstate)  and  Foreign  Commerce  Dur¬ 
ing  Hearing  on  Nomination  of  Lewis  L. 
Strauss  To\be  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
May  11,  1959 

Now  that  wA  are  entering  what  I  hope 
will  be  the  finai  week  of  our  hearings  on  the 
nomination  of  Lewis  L.  Strauss  to  be  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce,  I  want  to  make  a  brief 
statement  as  ranking  minority  member  on 
the  way  the  committee  has  handled  this 
nomination.  Those  of  the  minority  with 
whom  I  have  talked  do  not  want  our  silence 
thus  far  to  be  taken  as  approval  of  or  ac¬ 
quiescence  in  the  extraordinarily  hostile  ap¬ 
proach  that  has  been  taken  toward  the 
nominee  in  the  name  of  our  committee. 
Others  may  wish  to  make  their  own  or  sup¬ 
plementary  remarks.  \ 

We  Republicans  are\a  minority  of  6  on  a 
committee  having  17  members.  We  cannot 
control  what  is  done  in  the  name  of  our 
committee,  but  we  caii  protest,  and  this  I 
am  now  doing.  In  so\  doing,  I  recognize 
that  there  may  be  and  likely  are  members 
of  the  majority  who  haveineither  authorized 
nor  approved  the  conductu  condemn.  Their 
influence  should  be  helpful  in  bringing 
about  much  needed  correction. 

It  was  anticipated,  of  course,  that  the 
nomination  of  Lewis  L.  Strauss  would  not 
meet  with  universal  acclaim.  He  is  a 
strong-minded  man  who  hak  for  years  car¬ 
ried  the  responsibility  for  decision  in  areas 
roamed  by  other  strong-miAded  men.  In 
particular,  we  were  aware  of  his  opponents 
among  proponents  of  public  power  and  the 
long-standing  series  of  disagreements  be¬ 
tween  the  nominee  and  the  present  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Joint  Committee!  on  Atomic 
Energy.  We  thought  it  likely  tmt  Senators 
active  in  the  Dixon-Yates  inquiries  as  well 
as  the  chairman  of  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Atomic  Energy  would  want  to  oppose  the 
Strauss  nomination  vigorously.  \ 

It  does  not  seem  appropriate  to  us  that  our 
committee  be  turned  into  a  practice  hall  for 
the  1960  senatorial  campaign  or  Vnto  an 
arena  for  the  settlement  of  old  grudges. 
Therefore,  in  behalf  of  the  minority!  I  sug¬ 
gested  to  our  committee  chairman  tnat  we 
invite  our  Senate  colleagues,  if  interested,  to 
appear  as  witnesses  before  our  committee  or 
to  submit  questions  through  the  chairman, 
but  that  we  limit  questioning  of  witnesses  to 
members  of  our  own  committee  and  to  prop¬ 
erly  designated  members  of  the  committee 
staff.  Chairman  Magnuson  agreed  and  an¬ 
nounced  at  an  executive  session  of  our  com¬ 
mittee  that,  without  objection,  such  a  course 
would  be  followed.  Thereafter,  letters  to 
that  effect  went  to  all  Senators. 

It  came  as  quite  a  surprise  to  the  minority 
when  a  Senator  not  on  this  committee  began 
his  testimony  by  saying  that  he  had  not 
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availed  himself  of  the  general  invitation 
issued  by  our  committee  but  had  responded 
to  a\pecial  invitation  dated  April  22,  1959, 
in  which  our  chairman  told  him: 

“I  fee\  very  strongly  that  it  is  important 
to  our  consideration  of  this  nomination  that 
you  appearand  outline  for  our  committee  the 
record  of  Mr\Strauss’  dealings  with  the  Joint 
Committee  am  lend  us  the  benefit  of  your 
opinions  with  regard  to  the  important  ques¬ 
tions  raised  ifv  connection  with  this 
nominee.”  \ 

The  minority  members  were  not  advised 
that  any  such  letter  Nad  gone  out.  It  has 
had  these  consequencesSthat  could  have  been 
anticipated  and  should  i^ve  been  avoided: 
A  Senator  not  a  memberV  our  committee 
has  dominated  our  public  hearings,  sat  with 
the  members  of  our  committee,  vicariously 
cross-examined  the  nominee,  and,  behind  the 
scenes,  has  participated  in  plan^mg  an  ex¬ 
amination  of  a  kind  wholly  inappropriate  to 
our  purposes.  It  would  be  appropriate  at  all 
only  if  Mr.  Strauss  were  being  considered  for 
another  term  on  the  Atomic  Energy  ^Com¬ 
mission.  We  deplore  this  usurpations.  It 
should  have  been  resisted  by  the  majority. 

Normally,  nominations  referred  to  ouk 
committee  are  handled  with  the  assistance' 
of  the  regular  committee  staff.  However, 
after  slightly  earlier  oral  notice  to  me,  the 
other  minority  members  learned  on  April  8, 
through  a  committee  press  release,  that  an 
attorney  had  been  hired  by  the  committee 
as  special  counsel  for  the  Strauss  hearings. 
Later,  an  assistant  was  hired  for  the  special 
counsel,  but  no  press  release  was  issued  and 
his  presence  on  the  staff  came  to  public 
knowledge  only  when  he  was  mentioned  dur¬ 
ing  the  hearings  as  having  custody  of  some 
Civil  Aeronautics  Board  files  which  the  nom¬ 
inee  had  been  seeking  to  examine  in  order 
to  prepare  rebuttal  testimony. 

The  chairman’s  private  office  adjoining 
the  Commerce  Committee’s  quarters  has 
been  turned  over  to  the  special  couhsel,  and 
there,  almost  half  a  city  block  away  from 
the  room  which  the  minority  clerk  and  the 
minority  counsel  share  with  others  of  the 
committee  staff,  people  come  and  go  who  are 
zealous  to  block  the  confirmation  of  Secre¬ 
tary  Strauss.  While  any  intent  to  act  in 
secret  is  now  denied,  the  practical  reality 
Is  that  the  minority  members  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  have  been  kept  in  the  dark  and  the 
office  of  special  counsel,  under  some  urging 
unknown  to  us,  has  become  the  office  of 
special  prosecutor. 

We  of  the  minority  concede  that  a  more 
timely  protest  on  our  part  could  have  averted 
some  of  the  matters  of  which  we  complain. 
We  explain  our  tardiness  on  three  grounds: 
the  natural  reluctance  of  each  of  us  to  place/ 
any  restriction  on  any  other  Senator,  our 
desire  to  avoid  emphasizing  partlsanshin/in 
the  consideration  of  this  nomination/and 
our  hope  that  correction  would  come  in  due 
course  from  the  majority.  / 

There  are  some  signs  that  this  i/now  be¬ 
ginning  to  happen.  Objection/has  been 
voiced  on  the  majority  side  to /Hie  latitude 
allowed  witnesses  in  stating  undocumented 
opinions,  and  just  last  Saturday,  special 
counsel  offered  to  open  to ^minority  inspec¬ 
tion  such  unsolicited  communications  from 
outside  the  Senate  as  hat ve  been  sent  to  the 
committee  or  its  chairman  with  respect  to 
the  pending  nomination. 

It  is  not  too  i/te  to  get  this  matter 
firmly  back  on  yie  track.  As  the  record 
stands,  a  few  events  in  the  long  public  life 
of  the  nominee  have  been  singled  out  for 
an  inordinate  amount  of  attention.  They 
are  all  pas/  history.  Historians,  not  this 
committee/  will  have  to  decide  as  to  each 
event  y/o  was  right  and  who  wrong, 
or  whether  under  the  pressure  of  strong 
emotions  mountains  were  made  of  mole¬ 
hills/ 


In  our  view,  the  majority  members  of  this 
committee  have  the  responsibility  for  cor¬ 
recting  the  distortions  that  have  entered 
the  record  of  these  hearings.  Theirs  is  the 
responsibility  so  to  conduct  the  hearings 
that  exhumed  controversies  outside  this 
committee’s  jurisdiction  will  not  becloud  or 
crowd  out  testimony  relevant  to  the  nom¬ 
inee’s  fitness  for  the  post  to  which  he  has 
been  named.  It  is  the  majority’s  responsi¬ 
bility  to  protect  the  nominee  against  de¬ 
mands  that  he  show  more  than  mortal  skill 
in  remembering  and  describing  events  long 
past,  and  more  than  mortal  patience  when 
attacks  on  his  truthfulness  and  integrity 
are  dignified  and  endlessly  repeated. 

It  is  up  to  tbe  majority  to  conduct  these 
hearings  in  a  climate  in  which  it  becomes 
easy  to  recognize  that  truth  does  not  spring 
automatically  from  the  lips  of  the  accuser 
and  falsehood  automatically  from  the  lips 
of  the  accused.  Most  important  of  all,  it 
is  up  to  the  majority  to  reclaim  effective 
control  of  these  proceedings,  to  restore  dig¬ 
nity  to  them,  and  to  push  them  to  an  early 
conclusion. 


UNEMPLOYMENT  STATISTICS 

\  Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  sup¬ 
plementing  the  statement  made  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mry 
Bribes]  on  Monday  on  the  new  unem 4 
ploymtait  statistics  just  released  by  Jme 
Labor  Department,  I  should  like  tc/add 
that  an  employed  labor  force  of  66  mil¬ 
lion  for  Atoil  is  an  all-time  high  for 
that  month\  The  increase  in/employ¬ 
ment  by  1.2\nillion  in  April  as  com¬ 
pared  with  March  is  very  impressive. 
With  it  unemployment  xvas  down  by 
735,000  last  montnh  Th/C  leaves  a  total 
unemployed  force  ofi3/6  million,  or  5.3 
percent  of  the  employed  total. 

Both  the  drop  nyrinomployment  and 
the  increase  in  emjfloymeOt  is  double  the 
seasonal  expectations.  Tfagse  figures 
should  inspire  Confidence  inNEhe  vitality 
of  our  economy  and  also  in  tire  national 
administration.  \ 

By  this Fao  not  mean  to  say  tnOt  with 
an  unemployed  force  of  3,600,000  we 
should  >oe  complacent  or  that  the  battle 
is  entirely  won.  The  Eisenhower  ad¬ 
ministration  is  dedicated  to  a  strong  na\ 
tional  economy  founded  on  right  policies 
and  this  program  will  continue. 

/  One  more  observation  is  in  order.  It 
is  quite  clear  that  Secretary  Mitchell 
will  not  have  to  eat  his  hat.  At  the 
AFL-CIO  Jobless  Conference  in  Wash¬ 
ington  in  April,  Secretary  Mitchell 
stated  his  conviction  that  unemploy¬ 
ment  would  be  down  to  3  million  and 
employment  up  to  67  million  by  October. 
We  are  in  the  month  of  May  and  if 
nothing  more  than  normal  seasonal  in¬ 
creases  occur  between  now  and  October, 
the  unemployed  will  drop  to  2.8  million 
and  the  employed  will  increase  to  a 
figure  of  67  million.  It  is  quite  certain 
that  Secretary  Mitchell  will  not  be  called 
upon  to  eat  his  chapeau. 

Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois. 


U.S.  DISTRICT  ATTORNEY  FOR  THE 
NORTHERN  DISTRICT  OF  ILLINOIS 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a 
statement  appeared  in  the  House  hear¬ 


ings  on  the  Department  of  Justice  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  fiscal  1960  which  reV 
lates  to  the  U.S.  attorney  for  the  north¬ 
ern  district  of  Illinois.  / 

The  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  ad¬ 
dressed  a  question  to  the  budget/officer 
of  the  Department  of  Justice  hased  on 
a  report  by  the  House  J udichfry  Com¬ 
mittee  with  reference  to  the/conduct  of 
Robert  Tieken,  the  U.S.  attorney  for  the 
northern  district  of  Illinois.  The  ques¬ 
tion  related  to  what  had  been  done  by 
the  Attorney  General  avith  reference  to 
the  conclusions  and1'  recommendations 
ifi  that  report,  to  .which  the  Attorney 
General  provided/the  following  infor¬ 
mation:  / 

Mr.  C eller’s  latter  transmitting  tbe  report 
was  received  i/i  the  Department  on  August 
27,  1958.  C/reful  consideration  has  been 
given  to  itif  conclusions  and  recommenda¬ 
tions.  Met  Tieken’s  term  expired  March  17, 
1958.  The  person  to  succeed  him  has  not 
yet  be/n  recommended  to  the  President, 
but  snich.  a  recommendation  for  another 
person  will  be  made  in  the  very  near  future. 

/I  have  been  queried  concerning  this 
/statement  since  the  hearings  became 
public.  More  than  5  years  ago  I  sub¬ 
mitted  Mr.  Tieken’s  name  for  U.S.  at¬ 
torney,  because  I  deemed  he  would  be 
competent,  courageous  and  vigorous  in 
carrying  out  his  duties  in  a  very  sensi¬ 
tive  office. 

I  have  known  Mr.  Tieken  for  25  years, 
and  when  I  submitted  his  name  I  was 
more  than  confident  that  he  would  per¬ 
form  the  duties  of  the  office  in  a  satis¬ 
factory  way  and  bring  to  the  people 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  office  the 
kind  of  vigorous  law  enforcement  which 
they  expected  and  to  which  they  are  en¬ 
titled. 

Nothing  has  arisen  in  all  the  inter¬ 
vening  years  to  change  my  mind  regard¬ 
ing  his  integrity  and  ability.  The  rec¬ 
ord  achieved  by  him  and  his  associates 
in  that  office  is  unexcelled  in  any  area 
of  the  Nation.  I  have  submitted  no 
other  name  to  replace  him  nor  have  I 
asked  him  to  resign.  I  expect  him  to 
continue  in  that  office  and  to  conduct 
fit  in  the  same  capable  fashion  which 
Ne  has  done  in  the  past. 


\  PANAMA  DANGER  ZONE 

Mr.  \MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  for 
more  tmm  a  decade  I  have  followed  in- 
teroceaniX  canal  problems  closely  and 
made  manXstatements  thereon  in  and 
out  of  the  Congress,  particularly  with 
respect  to  theNauestion  of  canal  defense 
and  Isthmian  cXjal  policy.  These  mat¬ 
ters  are  now  beinXstudied  by  a  board  of 
consultants  undpr  yhe  direction  of  the 
Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries  of  the  Hous®  of  Representa¬ 
tives.  \ 

Thus,  it  was  most  gratifying  to  read 
in  the  May  9,  1959,  issue  of  N?e  Saturday 
Evening  Post  a  highly  informative  arti¬ 
cle  on  the  canal  question  byNDemaree 
Bess,  one  of  its  distinguished  contribu¬ 
ting  editors  specializing  in  foreign  af¬ 
fairs.  I  commend  it  for  readng  bV  all 
Members  of  the  Congress  and  other 
agences  of  the  Federal  Government  corV 
cerned  with  canal  matters. 
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S.  44 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Mat  14, 1959 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 


AN  ACT 

To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San 
Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  with  respect 
to  the  construction  and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  Section  1.  (a)  That  for  the  principal  purpose  of  fur- 

4  nishing  water  for  the  irrigation  of  approximately  five  hun- 

5  dred  thousand  acres  of  land  in  Merced,  Fresno,  and  Kings 

6  Counties,  California,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Federal 

7  San  Luis  unit  service  area,  and  as  incidents  thereto  of  fur- 

8  nishing  water  for  municipal  and  domestic  use  and  providing 
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recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  benefits,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Secretary)  is 
authorized  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  San  Luis 
unit  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project.  The 
principal  engineering  features  of  said  unit  shall  be  a  dam 
and  reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  a  forebay  and 
afterbay,  the  San  Luis  Canal,  the  Pleasant  Valley  Canal, 
and  necessary  pumping  plants,  distribution  systems,  drains, 
channels,  levees,  flood  works,  and  related  facilities.  The 
works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  joint- 
use  facilities)  for  joint  use  with  the  State  of  California 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  State)  shall  be  the  dam  and 
reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  forebay  and  afterbay, 
pumping  plants,  and  the  San  Luis  Canal.  The  joint-use  facil¬ 
ities  consisting  of  the  dam  and  reservoir  shall  be  constructed, 
and  other  joint-use  facilities  may  be  constructed  so  as  to 
permit  future  expansion;  or  the  joint-use  facilities  shall  be 
constructed  initially  to  the  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both 
the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  and  the  State’s  service 
area  as  hereinafter  provided.  In  constructing,  operating, 
and  maintaining  the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  shall  be 
governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17, 
1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supple¬ 
mentary  thereto) .  Construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  shall 
not  be  commenced  until  the  Secretary  has  ( 1 )  secured,  or 
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has  satisfactory  assurance  of  his  ability  to  secure,  all  rights 
to  the  use  of  water  which  are  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  the  unit  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  this 
Act,  and  (2)  received  satisfactory  assurance  from  the  State 
of  California  that  it  will  make  provision  for  a  master  drain¬ 
age  outlet  and  disposal  channel  for  the  San  Joaquin  Valley, 
as  generally  outlined  in  the  California  water  plan,  Bulletin 
Numbered  3,  of  the  California  Department  of  Water  Re- 
sources,  which  will  adequately  serve,  by  connection  there¬ 
with,  the  drainage  system  for  the  San  Luis  unit  or  has 
made  provision  for  constructing  the  San  Luis  interceptor 
drain  to  the  delta  designed  to  meet  the  drainage  requirements 
of  the  San  Luis  unit  as  generally  outlined  in  San  Luis 
project  report  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  of  May  1955, 
as  transmitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior,  December  17,  1956. 

(b)  No  water  provided  by  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit 
shall  be  delivered  in  the  Federal  San  Luis  service  area 
to  any  water  user  for  the  production  on  newly  irrigated 
lands  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  defined  in 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  or  any  amendment  thereof, 
if  the  total  supply  of  such  commodity  for  the  marketing  year 
in  which  the  bulk  of  the  crop  would  normally  be  marketed 
is  in  excess  of  the  normal  supply  as  defined  in  section  301 
(b)  (10)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
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amended,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  calls  for  an 
increase  in  production  of  such  commodity  in  the  interest  of 
national  security. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States,  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  the  State  of  California  providing  for  coordinated  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  the  joint-use  facilities, 
in  order  that  the  State  may,  without  cost  to  the  United 
States,  deliver  water  in  service  areas  outside  the  Federal 
San  Luis  unit  service  area  as  described  in  the  report  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit, 
Central  Valley  Project,”  dated  December  17,  1956.  The 
Secretary  shall  not  commence  construction  of  the  San  Luis 
unit,  except  for  the  preparation  of  designs  and  specifications 
and  other  preliminary  work,  until  the  execution  of  such  an 
agreement  between  the  United  States  and  the  State,  but 
if  such  an  agreement  has  not  been  executed  by  January  1, 
1962,  and  if,  after  consultation  with  the  Governor  of 
the  State,  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  prospects 
of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms  thereof  are  not  reason¬ 
ably  firm,  he  may  proceed  to  construct  and  operate  the  San 
Luis  unit  in  accordance  with  section  1  of  this  Act :  Provided , 
That,  if  the  Secretary  so  determines,  he  shall  report  thereon 
to  the  Congress  and  shall  not  commence  construction  for 
ninety  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  his  report  (which 
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ninety  days,  however,  shall  not  include  days  on  which  either 
the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  is  not  in  session 
because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days).  In 
considering  the  prospects  of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms 
of  the  agreement  the  Secretary  shall  give  substantial  weight 
to  any  relevant  affirmative  action  theretofore  taken  by  the 
State,  including  the  enactment  of  State  legislation  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  State  to  acquire  and  convey  to  the  United  States 
title  to  lands  to  be  used  for  the  San  Luis  unit  or  assistance 
given  by  it  in  financing  Federal  design  and  construction  of 
the  unit.  The  authority  conferred  upon  the  Secretary  by 
the  first  sentence  of  this  section  shall  not,  except  as  is  other¬ 
wise  provided  in  this  section,  be  construed  as  a  limitation 
upon  the  exercise  by  him  of  the  authority  conferred  in 
section  1  of  this  Act,  hut  if  the  State  shall  agree  equitably 
to  share  the  total  cost  of  constructing  the  joint-use  facilities 
and  as  a  part  of  its  share  shall  make  available  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  sufficient  funds  to  pay  the  additional  cost  of  designing 
and  constructing  the  joint-use  facilities  so  as  to  permit  en¬ 
largement,  it  shall  have  an  irrevocable  right  to  enlarge  or 
modify  such  facilities  at  any  time  in  the  future,  and  a 
perpetual  right  to  the  use  of  such  additional  capacity:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  performance  of  such  work  by  the  State, 
after  approval  of  its  plans  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  so 
carried  on  as  not  to  interfere  unduly  with  the  operation 
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of  the  project  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of 
this  Act:  And  provided  further ,  That  this  right  may  he 
relinquished  by  the  State  at  any  time  at  its  option. 

Sec.  3.  The  agreement  between  the  United  States  and 
the  State  referred  to  in  section  2  of  this  Act  shall  provide, 
among  other  things,  that — 

(a)  the  joint  use  facilities  to  be  constructed  by  the 
Secretary  shall  he  so  designed  and  constructed  to  such 
capacities  and  in  such  manner  as  to  permit  either  (i) 
immediate  integration  and  coordinated  operation  with 
the  State’s  water  projects  by  providing,  among  other 
things,  a  capacity  in  San  Luis  Reservoir  of  approxi¬ 
mately  two  million  one  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  and 
corresponding  capacities  in  the  other  joint-use  facilities 
or  (ii)  such  subsequent  enlargement  or  other  modifica¬ 
tion  as  may  be  required  for  integration  and  coordinated 
operation  therewith ; 

(b)  the  State  shall  make  available  to  the  Secretary 
during  the  construction  period  sufficient  funds  to  pay  an 
equitable  share  of  the  construction  costs  of  any  facilities 
designed  and  constructed  as  provided  in  paragraph  (a) 
above.  The  State  contribution  shall  be  made  in 
annual  installments,  each  of  which  bears  approximately 
the  same  ratio  to  total  expenditures  during  that 
year  as  the  total  of  the  State’s  share  bears  to  the  total 
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cost  of  the  facilities;  the  State  may  make  advances 

•s 

to  the  United  States  in  order  to  maintain  a  timely  con¬ 
struction  schedule  of  the  joint  use  facilities  and  the  works 
of  the  San  Luis  unit  to  be  used  by  the  State  and  the 
United  States; 

(c)  the  State  may  at  any  time  after  approval  of 
its  plans  by  the  Secretary  and  at  its  own  expense  enlarge 
or  modify  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  other  facili¬ 
ties  to  be  used  jointly  by  the  State  and  the  United  States, 
but  the  performance  of  such  work  shall  be  so  carried 
on  as  not  to  interfere  unduly  with  the  operation  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of 
this  Act; 

(d)  the  United  States  and  the  State  shall  each  pay 
annually  an  equitable  share  of  the  operation,  mainte¬ 
nance  and  replacement  costs  of  the  joint  use  facilities; 

(e)  promptly  after  execution  of  this  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  Secretary  and  the  State,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  said  agreement,  the  State  shall  convey  to  the  United 
States  title  to  any  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
which  it  then  owns  and  which  are  required  for  the  joint 
use  facilities.  The  State  shall  be  given  credit  for  the 
costs  of  these  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  toward 
its  share  of  the  construction  cost  of  the  ioint  use  facili- 

V 

ties.  The  State  shall  likewise  he  given  credit  for  any 
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funds  advanced  by  it  to  the  Secretary  for  preparation  of 
designs  and  specifications  or  for  any  other  work  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  joint  use  facilities; 

(f)  the  rights  to  the  use  of  capacities  of  the  joint 
use  facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit  shall  be  allocated  to 
the  United  States  and  the  State,  respectively,  in  such 
manner  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon.  The  United 
States  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  right 
so  allocated,  which  shall  be  sufficient  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  section  1  of  this  Act  and  which  shall  extend 
throughout  the  repayment  period  and  so  long  thereafter 
as  title  to  the  works  remains  in  the  United  States.  The 
State  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  allo¬ 
cated  right  to  the  use  of  the  capacities  of  the  joint  use 
facilities  for  water  service  outside  the  Federal  San  Luis 
unit  service  area. 

(g)  the  Secretary  may  turn  over  to  the  State  the 
care,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  any  works  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  which  are  used  jointly  by  the  United 
States  and  the  State  at  such  time  and  under  such  con¬ 
ditions  as  shall  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  and 
the  State; 

(h)  Notwithstanding  transfer  of  title  or  of  the  care, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  any  works  to  the  State, 
as  hereinbefore  provided,  any  organization  which  has 
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theretofore  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  United 
States  under  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  for  a 
water  supply  through  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  in¬ 
cluding  joint  use  facilities,  shall  continue  to  have  and  to 
enjoy  the  same  rights  which  it  would  have  had  under 
its  contract  with  the  United  States  and  the  provisions 
of  paragraph  (4)  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1956  (70  Stat.  483,  43  U.S.CJ.  485h-l) ,  in  the  absence 
of  such  transfer,  and  its  enjoyment  of  such  rights  shall 
be  without  added  cost  or  other  detriment  arising  from 
such  transfer; 

(i)  if  a  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the  preserva¬ 
tion  and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife  has  been  made 
as  provided  in  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946 
(60  Stat.  1080,  16  U.S.C.  662),  as  amended,  the  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  unit  to  which  such  allocation  is  attributable 
shall,  notwithstanding  transfer  of  title  or  of  the  care, 
operation,  and  maintenance  to  the  State,  be  operated  and 
maintained  in  such  wise  as  to  retain  the  bases  upon 
which  such  allocation  is  premised  and,  upon  failure  so  to 
operate  and  maintain  those  features,  the  amount  allo¬ 
cated  thereto  shall  become  a  reimbursable  cost  to  be 
paid  by  the  State. 

Sec.  4.  In  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining 
a  drainage  system  for  the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  is 
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authorized  to  permit  the  use  thereof  by  other  parties  under 
contracts  conforming  generally  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  with  respect  to  irrigation  repay¬ 
ment  or  service  contracts  and  is  further  authorized  to  enter 
into  agreements  and  participate  in  construction  and  operation 
of  drainage  facilities  designed  to  serve  the  general  area  of 
which  the  lands  to  be  served  by  the  San  Luis  unit  are  a  part, 
to  the  extent  the  works  authorized  in  section  1  of  this  Act 
contribute  to  drainage  requirements  of  said  area.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  is  also  authorized  to  permit  the  use  of  the  irrigation 
facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  its  facilities  for  sup¬ 
plying  pumping  energy,  under  contracts  entered  into  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  February  21,  1911  (36 
Stat.  925,  43  U.S.C.  523). 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  connection  with 
the  San  Luis  unit,  to  construct  minimum  basic  public  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  and  to  arrange  for  the  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  same  by  the  State  or  an  appropriate  local 
agency  or  organization.  The  cost  of  such  facilities  shall  be 
nonreturnable  and  nonreimbursable  under  the  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  laws. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  provide  Central 
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Valley  project  service,  by  way  of  the  Pacheco  Tunnel  route, 
to  lands  and  municipalities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa 
Cruz,  and  Monterey  Counties:  Provided,  That  construction 
of  the  works  to  provide  such  service  shall  not  be  undertaken 
until  a  report  demonstrating  their  physical  and  economic 
feasibility  has  been  completed,  reviewed  by  the  State,  and 
approved  by  the  Secretary  and  by  the  Congress,  and  in  no 
event  prior  to  July  1,  1964,  unless,  in  the  meantime,  the 
Governor  of  the  State  of  California  shall  have  notified  the 
Secretary  that  the  State  approves  the  construction  of  such 
works  by  the  United  States. 

Sec.  7.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  construction  of  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including 
joint  use  facilities,  authorized  by  this  Act,  other  than  dis¬ 
tribution  systems  and  drains,  the  sum  of  $290,430,000,  plus 
such  additional  amount,  if  any,  as  may  be  required  by  reason 
of  changes  in  costs  of  construction  of  the  types  involved  in 
the  San  Luis  unit  as  shown  by  engineering  indexes.  There 
are  also  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition  thereto, 
such  amounts  as  are  required  (a)  for  construction  of  such 
distribution  systems  and  drains  as  are  not  constructed  by 
local  interests,  and  (b)  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 


12 


1  the  unit.  All  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  from  the 

2  State  under  this  Act  shall  be  covered  into  the  same  accounts 

3  as  moneys  appropriated  hereunder  and  shall  be  available, 

4  without  further  appropriation,  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 

5  this  Act. 

Passed  the  Senate  May  12,  1959. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  14, 1959 

Mr.  Sisk  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San 
Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  with  respect 
to  the  construction  and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  for  the  principal  purpose  of  furnishing  water  for  the 

4  irrigation  of  approximately  five  hundred  thousand  acres  of 

5  land  in  Merced,  Fresno,  and  Kings  Counties,  California, 

6  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service 

7  area,  and  as  incidents  thereto  of  furnishing  water  for  mu- 

8  nicipal  and  domestic  use  and  providing  recreation  and  fish 
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1  order  that  the  State  may,  without  cost  to  the  United  States, 

2  deliver  water  in  service  areas  outside  the  Uederal  San  Luis 

3  unit  service  area  as  described  in  the  report  of  the  Department 

4  of  the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Valiev 

5  Project”,  dated  December  17,  1956.  Said  agreement  shall 

6  recite  that  the  liability  of  the  United  States  thereunder  is  con- 

7  tingent  upon  the  availability  of  appropriations  to  carry  out  its 

8  obligations  under  the  same.  No  funds  shall  be  appropriated 

9  to  commence  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  under  any  such 

10  agreement,  except  for  the  preparation  of  designs  and  speci- 

11  fications  and  other  preliminary  work,  prior  to  ninety  calen- 

12  dar  days  (which  ninety  days,  however,  shall  not  include  days 

13  on  which  either  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate 

14  is  not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than 

15  three  calendar  days  to  a  day  certain)  after  it  has  been  sub- 

16  mitted  to  the  Congress,  and  then  only  if  neither  the  House 

17  nor  the  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  has 

18  disapproved  it  by  committee  resolution  within  said  ninety 

19  days.  If  such  an  agreement  has  not  been  executed  by 

20  January  1,  1962,  and  if,  after  consultation  with  the  Governor 

21  of  the  State,  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  prospects  of 

22  reaching  accord  on  the  terms  thereof  are  not  reasonably 

23  firm,  he  may  proceed  to  construct  and  operate  the  San  Luis 

24  unit  in  accordance  with  section  1  of  this  Act:  Provided , 
2j  That,  if  the  Secretary  so  determines,  he  shall  report  thereon 
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1  to  the  Congress  and  shall  not  commence  construction  for 

2  ninety  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  his  report  (which 

3  ninety  days,  however,  shall  not  include  days  on  which  either 

4  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  is  not  in  session 

5  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days ) .  In 

6  considering  the  prospects  of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms 

7  of  the  agreement  the  Secretary  shall  give  substantial  weight 

8  to  any  relevant  affirmative  action  theretofore  taken  by  the 

9  State,  including  the  enactment  of  State  legislation  author- 

10  izing  the  State  to  acquire  and  convey  to  the  United  States 

11  title  to  lands  to  be  used  for  the  San  Luis  unit  or  assistance 

12  given  by  it  in  financing  Federal  design  and  construction 

13  of  the  unit.  The  authority  conferred  upon  the  Secretary 
by  the  first  sentence  of  this  section  shall  not,  except  as  is 

15  otherwise  provided  in  this  section,  be  construed  as  a  limi- 
1®  tation  upon  the  exercise  by  him  of  the  authority  conferred 

17  in  section  1  of  this  Act,  but  if  the  State  shall  agree  that, 

18  if  it  later  enlarges  the  joint-use  facilities,  or  any  of  them, 

19  it  will  pay  an  equitable  share  of  the  cost  to  the  United 
States  of  those  facilities  as  initially  constructed  before  utiliz- 

21  ing  them  for  the  storage  or  delivery  of  water  and  will  bear 

22  the  entire  cost  of  enlarging  the  same  and  if,  as  a  part  of 

23  said  equitable  share,  it  makes  available  to  the  Secretary 

24  sufficient  funds  to  pay  the  additional  cost  of  designing  arid 

t 

25  constructing  the  joint-use  facilities  so  as  to  permit  enlarge- 


1  ment,  it  shall  have  an  irrevocable  right  to  enlarge  or  modify 

2  such  facilities  at  any  time  in  the  future,  and  a  perpetual 

3  right  to  the  use  of  such  additional  capacity:  Provided ,  That 

4  the  performance  of  such  work  by  the  State,  after  approval 

5  ’of  its  plans  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  so  earned  on  as  not 

6  to  interfere  unduly  with  the  operation  of  the  project  for 

7  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of  this  Act  and  the 

8  use  of  the  additional  capacity  for  water  service  shall  be 

9  limited  to  service  outside  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit 

10  service  area:  And  provided  further ,  That  this  right  may  be 

11  a*elinquished  by  the  State  at  any  time  at  its  option. 

12  Sec.  3.  The  agreement  between  the  United  States  and 

13  the  State  referred  to  in  section  2  of  this  Act  shall  provide, 

14  among  other  things,  that — 
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(a)  the  joint-use  facilities  to  be  constructed  by  the 
Secretary  shall  be  so  designed  and  constructed  to  such 
capacities  and  in  such  manner  as  to  permit  either  (i) 
immediate  integration  and  coordinated  operation  with 
the  State’s  water  projects  by  providing,  among  other 
things,  a  capacity  in  San  Luis  Reservoir  of  approxi¬ 
mately  two  million  one  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  and 
corresponding  capacities  in  the  other  joint-use  facilities 
or  (ii)  such  subsequent  enlargement  or  other  modifica¬ 
tion  as  may  be  required  for  integration  and  coordinated 
operation  therewith ; 
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(b)  the  State  shall  make  available  to  the  Secretary 
during  the  construction  period  sufficient  funds  to  pay  an 
equitable  share  of  the  construction  costs  of  any  facilities 
designed  and  constructed  as  provided  in  paragraph  (a) 
above.  The  State  contribution  shall  be  made  in  annual 
installments,  each  of  which  bears  approximately  the  same 
ratio  to  total  expenditures  dining  that  year  as  the  total 
of  the  State’s  share  bears  to  the  total  cost  of  the  facili- 
ies;  the  State  may  make  advances  to  the  United  States 
in  order  to  maintain  a  timely  construction  schedule  of  the 
joint-use  facilities  and  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  to 
be  used  by  the  State  and  the  United  States  ; 

(c)  the  State  may  at  any  time  after  approval  of 
its  plans  by  the  Secretary  and  at  its  own  expense  enlarge 
or  modify  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  other  facili¬ 
ties  to  be  used  jointly  by  the  State  and  the  United  States, 
but  the  performance  of  such  work  shall  be  so  carried  on 
as  not  to  interfere  unduly  with  the  operation  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of 
this  Act; 

(d)  the  LTnited  States  and  the  State  shall  each 
pay  annually  an  equitable  share  of  the  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  and  replacement  costs  of  the  joint-use  facilities; 

(e)  promptly  after  execution  of  this  agreement 
between  the  Secretary  and  the  State,  and  for  the  pur- 
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pose  of  said  agreement,  the  State  shall  convey  to  the 
United  States  title  to  any  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way  which  it  then  owns  and  which  are  required  for 
the  joint-use  facilities.  The  State  shall  be  given  credit 
for  the  costs  of  these  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  toward  its  share  of  the  construction  cost  of  the 
joint-use  facilities.  The  State  shall  likewise  he  given 
credit  for  any  funds  advanced  by  it  to  the  Secretary  for 
preparation  of  designs  and  specifications  or  for  any  other  i 
work  in  connection  with  the  joint-use  facilities; 

(f)  the  rights  to  the  use  of  capacities  of  the  joint- 
use  facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit  shall  be  allocated  to  the 
United  States  and  the  State,  respectively,  in  such  man¬ 
ner  as  may  he  mutually  agreed  upon.  The  United 
States  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  right 
so  allocated,  which  shall  be  sufficient  to  carry  out  the 

( 

purposes  of  section  1  of  this  Act  and  which  shall  extend 
throughout  the  repayment  period  and  so  long  there¬ 
after  as  title  to  the  works  remains  in  the  United  States. 

The  State  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its 
allocated  right  to  the  use  of  the  capacities  of  the  joint- 
use  facilities  for  water  service  outside  the  Federal  San 
Luis  unit  service  area; 

(g)  the  Secretary  may  turn  over  to  the  State  the 
care,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  any  works  of  the 
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San  Luis  unit  which  are  used  jointly  by  the  United 
States  and  the  State  at  such  time  and  under  such  con¬ 
ditions  as  shall  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  and 
the  State; 

(h)  notwithstanding  transfer  of  the  care,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  any  works  to  the  State,  as  herein¬ 
before  provided,  any  organization  which  has  theretofore 
entered  into  a  contract  with  the  United  States  under  the 
Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939,  and  amendments 
thereto,  for  a  water  supply  through  the  works  of  the 
San  Luis  unit,  including  joint-use  facilities,  shall  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  subject  to  the  same  limitations  and  obliga¬ 
tions  and  to  have  and  to  enjoy  the  same  rights  which 
it  would  have  had  under  its  contract  with  the  United 
States  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  of  section  1 
of  the  Act  of  July  2,  1956  (70  Stat.  483,  43  U.S.G. 
485h-l)  in  the  absence  of  such  transfer,  and  its  en¬ 
joyment  of  such  rights  shall  he  without  added  cost  or 
other  detriment  arising  from  such  transfer ; 

(i)  if  a  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the  preserva¬ 
tion  and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife  has  been  made 
as  provided  in  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946 
(60  Stat.  1080,  16  U.S.C.  662),  as  amended,  the  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  unit  to  which  such  allocations  is  attributable 
shall,  notwithstanding  transfer  of  the  care,  operation,  and 
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maintenance  to  the  State,  be  operated  and  maintained 
in  such  wise  as  to  retain  the  bases  upon  which  such  al¬ 
location  is  premised  and,  upon  failure  so  to  operate  and 
maintain  those  features,  the  amount  allocated  thereto 
shall  become  a  reimbursable  cost  to  be  paid  by  the  State  ; 

(j)  the  State  shall  not  serve  any  lands  within  the 
Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  except  as  such  service 
is  required  as  a  consequence  of  its  acceptance  of  the  care, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  works  under  paragraph  ( 
(g)  of  this  section. 

Sec.  4.  In  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  a 
drainage  system  for  the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  permit  the  use  thereof  by  other  parties  under 
contracts  the  terms  of  which  are  as  nearly  similar  as  is  prac¬ 
ticable  to  those  required  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  in 
the  case  of  irrigation  repayment  or  service  contracts  and  is 
further  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  and  participate 
in  construction  and  operation  of  drainage  facilities  designed 
to  serve  the  general  area  of  which  the  lands  to  be  served  by 
the  San  Luis  unit  are  a  part,  to  the  extent  the  works  au¬ 
thorized  in  section  1  of  this  Act  contribute  to  drainage 
requirements  of  said  area.  The  Secretary  is  also  authorized 
to  permit  the  use  of  the  irrigation  facilities  of  the  San  Luis 
unit,  including  its  facilities  for  supplying  pumping  energy, 
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under  contracts  entered  into  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the 
Act  of  February  21,  191 1  (36  Stat.  925;  43  U.S.C.  523) . 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  plan  the  works 
authorized  in  this  Act  in  such  a  manner  as  to  contemplate 
and  make  possible  the  future  provision  of  Central  Valley 
project  service,  fry  way  of  the  Pacheco  Tunnel  route,  to  lands 
and  municipalities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz, 
and  Monterey  Counties  heretofore  anticipated  as  a  possibility 
by  the  Acts  of  December  14,  1949  (63  Stat.  852)  and 
August  27,  1958  (72  Stat.  937).  Construction  of  addi¬ 
tional  works  to  provide  such  service  shall  not  be  undertaken 
until  a  report  demonstrating  their  physical  and  economic 
feasibility  has  been  completed,  reviewed  by  the  State,  and 
approved  by  the  Secretary,  and  the  works  have  been  author¬ 
ized  by  Act  of  Congress. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  connection  with 
the  San  Luis  unit,  to  construct  minimum  basic  public  recre¬ 
ational  facilities  and  to  arrange  for  the  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  same  by  the  State  or  an  appropriate  local 
agency  or  organization.  The  cost  of  suih  facilities  shall  be 
nonretumable  and  nonreimbursable  under  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws. 

Sec.  7.  The  provisions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  water  deliveries  or  to  the  use  of 
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1  drainage  facilities  serving  lands  under  contract  with  the 

2  State  to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside  of  the  Federal  San 

3  Luis  unit  service  area  described  in  the  report  of  the  Depart- 

4  inent  of  the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley 

5  Project”,  dated  December  17,  1956. 

6  Sec.  8.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

7  for  construction  of  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including 

8  joint-use  facilities,  authorized  by  this  Act,  other  than  dis- 

9  tribution  systems  and  drains,  the  sum  of  $290,430,000,  plus  ( 

10  such  additional  amount,  if  any,  as  may  be  required  by  reason 

11  of  changes  in  costs  of  construction  of  the  types  involved  in 

12  the  San  Luis  unit  as  shown  by  engineering  indexes.  Said 

13  base  sum  of  $290,430,000  shall,  however,  be  diminished 

14  to  the  extent  that  the  State  makes  funds  or  lands  or  interests 

15  in  land  available  to  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  sections  2  or 

16  3  of  this  Act  which  decrease  the  costs  which  would  be  in- 

17  curred  if  the  works  authorized  in  section  1  of  this  Act  (in- 

18  eluding  provision  for  their  subsequent  expansion)  were 

19  constructed  solely  as  a  Federal  project.  There  are  also 

20  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition  thereto,  such 

21  amounts  as  are  required  (a)  for  construction  of  such  dis- 

22  tribution  systems  and  drains  as  are  not  constructed  by  local 

23  interests,  and  (b)  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  unit. 

24  All  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  from  the  State  under 
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1  this  Act  shall  be  covered  into  the  same  accounts  as  moneys 

2  appropriated  hereunder  and  shall  he  available,  without 

3  further  appropriation,  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 


a 


.  ,  <  •  .  ■  •  i 

» 

1“  ,  .  ■  ^<1 

.  ■  /  •  ’*1  *  <fuj  _  *.  ’ ’  •;  f:  '  ‘  ' 


I 

<T> 

g 

a 


cr 


g 

g 

>  S-* 

a>  e+ 

g  i 

3  o 

3 


O 

O* 

P 

P 

P- 


P 

CO 

P 

p- 


CO 

o\ 

CO 


w 

© 

8 

w 


w  © 
■©  © 
o  co 

S' *3 

© 

es  2. 


p 

crq 

© 

© 

© 


.T*"  6 

P  g. 

-f 

H»  © 

2  » 

©  Cfl 

ft- 

O  ^ 
d 

O 


CD  f-t 

5.  ^ 


CD 

*-t 


*%  & 
CO  ^ 
CD  O 
03  70 
*  CD 


S 


Q 


o  CD 

2  O  „ 


o 

p 

>— * 

h4 

o 

© 

2. 

go" 

3 


H»  P“ 


H 

o 


<1 

p_ 

©" 


& 

©  ss- 

to  K 
©-  o 

p  © 


M  & 
r-t-  —■ 

©  o 
~  © 
©  t!‘ 

c-t-  N 
© 
c+- 

fy*  q: 
©  >-> 
© 

w  to 
~  ® 

L_l  © 

^  CD 

■•  ft- 
u.  P2 
3  ^ 

-  <c 

S  o 

1*  H» 


o 


CD 


CD 


9 

y  O 

r-t-  >P 

22  ft- 

£1  O 


> 

03 

r 

r 


i 

£H 

H  o 

so<~> 
w  S 

t»  -< 
CD 


O 

W 

H 

so 

so 


sc 

e 

jo 

•<1 

CJI 

cn 


()  CONGRESSIONAL 
PROCEEDINGS 

0\  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


CONTENTS 


Agricultural  attaches. .. .5 

Appropriations . 3,4,7 

Area  redevelopment. .. .7,10 

Budget . 15 

Contracts, .....  \. . 3 

Education . . .  ,0, ..... .9 

Farm  credit. ......  ...  12 

Farm  program. ...... . . 14 

Forest  highways. .....  \. .  7 

Housing . ,\i5 

Industrial  uses. 

iands. . . . . . .  17N 

Minerals. . . . . 17 

Personnel . . . . 20 


Issued 
For  actions  of 


OFFICE  OF 
BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 

(For  Department 
Staff  Only) 


May  28,  1959 
May  27,  195$/ 
86th-lst , 


86 


*  r 

Reclamation. . 6 

Recreation . . . 21 

Reorganization, . .  1, 

Research. ......... .9, 13, 


Retirement . . 20 

stockpiling . 11 

Weights  and  measures, ...  18 
Wheat . .2,16 


HIGHLIGHTS:  House  debated  bill  to  extend  Reorganization  Act.  Rep.  Cooley  announced 
that  June  1  was  not  "deadline"  for  passage  of  wheat  bill.  House  passed:  General 
government  matters  appropriation  bill.  N^t^xe-Justice  appropriation  bill. 


HOUSE 

REORGANIZATION.  Began  and  concluded  debate  on  fL  R.  5140,  to  extend  the  time 
to  June  1,  1961,  during  whi'ch  reorganization  plates  transmitted  by  the  President 
to  Congress  under  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  ttiay  take  effect  (pp.  8265-74). 

Agreed  to  the  committee  amendment  limiting  extension  of  the  Act  to  June  1, 
1961  (as  introduced  th/ bill  would  have  extended  theX^ct  permanently)  (pp.  8272- 
4).  .  . 

Rep.  McCormack  announced  that  further  consideration  \f  the  bill  will  be  post¬ 
poned  until  Tues./  June  2  (p.  8282)  . 

2.  WHEAT.  Rep.  Cooley  stated  that  there  was  "no  foundation"  for  the  "general  im¬ 
pression  thaP/there  is  some  kind  of  a  deadline  of  June  1  on  the  enactment  of 
new  wheat  legislation,"  that  the  pending  wheat  bills  "require  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  make  tne  very  same  proclamation  next  Monday  that  he  would  mA^ce  if  no  wheat 
bill  were/passed  this  year,"  that  "there  is  no  reason  for  extending  further  the 
date  on/which  the  Secretary  makes  this  announcement,  nor  is  there  any  reason 
for  trying  to  rush  through  Congress,  merely  on  account  of  the  June  1  announce¬ 
ment,/  the  wheat  legislation  which  is  now  pending,"  and  concluded  that  the  coun¬ 
sel/of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  has  been  in  touch  with  high-ranking  official 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  within  the  past  2  hours,  and  they  have  flatly 
stated  that  there  is  no  reason  why  the  Secretary  cannot  make  his  scheduled 
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announcement  on  June  1  and  that  they  are  not  in  favor  of  postponing  further 
the  date  of  this  announcement."  p.  8277  / 

3.  GENERAL N^OVERNMENT  HATTERS  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  Passed  without  amend¬ 

ment  this  bill,  H.  R.  7176.  Rejected,  171  to  229,  a  motion  by  Repy  Gross  to 
recommit  the  bill  to  the  Appropriations  Committee,  p.  8262  / 

4.  STATE- JUSTICI^AP PRO PRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  Passed  with  amendment  this  bill, 

H.  R.  7343.  Rejected  a  motion  by  Rep.  Williams  to  recommit  t#e  bill  to  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  pp.  8262-3  / 

5.  AGRICULTURAL  ATTACHES.  Received  from  this  Department  a  pyiposed  bill  authoriz¬ 

ing  the  detail  of  Agricultural  attaches  to  duties  in  theMJ.  S.  without  reductii 
in  grade;  to  Agriculture  Committee.  p»  8288 / 


6. 


7. 


RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
H.  R.  7155,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San 
Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  Calif.  (H.  Rept.  399).  p.  8288 


APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  w^s  granted  permission  until 
midnight  Thurs. ,  May  28,  to  file  reports  on  the  legislative  branch  and  the 
Defense  Department  appropriation  bills,  p. /8261 

H.  R.  7349,  the  Department  of\Commerce  And  related  agencies  appropriation 
bill  for  1960,  includes  $37,100,000  for  forest  highways,  to  be  derived  from 
the  highway  trust  fund;  provides  treat  unexpended  balances  as  of  June  30,  1959, 
of  approximately  $7,100,000  heretofore  appropriated  for  forest  highways  are 
to  be  rescinded  and  credited  to  miscellaneous  receipts;  includes  $300,000  for 
the  Office  of  Area  Development  for  an  Increased  program  of  technical  assistant 
and  field  consultation  to  State  ana  locaY  groups  who  request  guidance  in  organ1 
izing  and  carrying  out  economic  development  programs;  and  includes  funds  for 
the  Census  Bureau,  Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce,  Office  of  Business  Economics, 
Patent  Office,  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  National  Bureau  of  Standards,  Weather 
Bureau,  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation,  Small  Business  Adminis¬ 
tration,  and  Tariff  Commission. 


8. 


CONTRACTS.  Passed,  379  to^  7,  without  amendment  H.  'R.  7086,  to  extend  the  Rene¬ 
gotiation  Act  of  1951  fjdr  4  years,  until  June  30,  15(63 .  Rejected,  153  to  24£ 
a  motion  by  Rep.  Simpson  to  recommit  the  bill  to  the^Ways  and  Means  Committee 
with  instructions  to /report  the  bill  back  with  an  amem^nent  extending  the  Act 
to  Sept.  30,  1961.  /pp.  8263-5 


9. 


EDUCATION.  Rep.  Teller  submitted  and  discussed  "a  comprehensive  eight-point 
legislative  program  for  improving  education,"  including  provisions  for  fellow¬ 
ship  grants  fpt  post-college  research  and  study,  and  grants  for  construction 
of  State  and/municipal  colleges  and  college  research  and  laboratory  facilities, 
pp.  8277-8 


10.  AREA  REDI 
1 at ion 


)PMENT.  Rep.  Flood  urged  enactment  of  area  redevelopment  legis- 
ld  inserted  a  factsheet,  "Area  Redevelopment  Fact  Sheet  No.\Sl:  New 


York  $tate."  pp.  8282-7 


11. 


STOCKPILING.  Received  from  0CDM  a  report  on  the  strategic  and  critical  th^teria 
stockpiling  program,  July  1  -  Dec.  31,  1958.  p.  8288 
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Report 
No.  399 


SAN  LUIS  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 


May  27,  1959. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Rogers  of  Texas,  from  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  7155] 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  to  whom  was 
referred  the  bill  (H.R.  7155)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valle}"  project,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  with 
respect  to  the  construction  and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  witk 
an  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Page  11,  line  9,  strike  out  the  word  “December”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  word  “October”. 

^  SAN  LUIS  LEGISLATION 

The  bill  here  reported,  H.R.  7155  by  Mr.  Sisk,  is  a  clean  bill,  intro¬ 
duced  subsequent  to  the  committee’s  favorable  action  on  H.R.  5687, 
also  by  Mr.  Sisk.  It  incorporates  the  committee’s  amendments  to 
H.R.  5687,  which  was  one  of  four  identical  bills  introduced  at  the  time 
all  California  interests  reached  agreement  on  principle  and  language. 
The  others  were  H.R.  5681  (Hagen),  H.R.  5682  (Hosmer),  and  H.R. 
5684  (Johnson  of  California).  Prior  to  the  agreement  among  Cali¬ 
fornia  interests  on  language  that  all  could  support  there  were  before 
the  committee  several  bills  involving  three  different  approaches  to 
the  problem  of  providing  service  to  the  San  Luis  area.  In  view  of  the 
agreement  and  the  introduction  of  new  bills,  the  committee  discarded 
these  earlier  bills — H.R.  301  (Sisk),  H.R.  302  (Gubser),  H.R.  812 
(Hosmer),  H.R.  2343  (Johnson  of  California),  and  H.R.  5501 
(Hagen) — except  that  portion  of  H.R.  302  which  relates  to  extending 
service  from  the  Central  Valley  project  to  lands  and  municipalities  in 
Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey  Counties. 
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SAN  LUIS  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 


PURPOSE 

H.R.  7155  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct 
the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  California,  and  to 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  with  respect  to 
the  construction  and  operation  of  such  unit  in  order  that  there  may 
be  joint  Federal-State  use  of  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  site.  The  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  would  conserve  and  regulate  surplus 
wintertime  water  now  wasting  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  through  the 
Golden  Gate  and  make  it  usable,  along  with  additional  Central  Valley 
project  water  from  storage,  in  the  water-deficient  San  Joaquin  Valley 
to  the  south.  The  water  made  available  would  provide  a  supplemental 
water  supply  for  the  irrigation  of  about  480,000  acres  of  highly  pro¬ 
ductive  land  on  the  west  side  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley.  The  unit 
would  also  provide  some  domestic  and  municipal  water  as  well  as  im¬ 
portant  benefits  to  recreation  and  to  the  preservation  and  propagation 
of  fish  and  wildlife.  As  far  as  they  serve  the  Federal  San  Luis  service 
area  the  project  works  would  be  integrated  physically  and  financially { 
with  other  features  of  the  Central  Valley  project  and  the  Federal  unit 
would  depend  upon  certain  existing  works  of  that  project  for  the 
regulation,  pumping,  and  transportation  of  water. 

PREVIOUS  CONSIDERATION 

Legislation  to  authorize  the  San  Luis  project  is  not  new  to  the  com¬ 
mittee.  During  the  last  several  years  the  committee  has  spent  many 
days  studying  the  project  proposal,  and  several  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  have  visited  the  project  service  area  for  an  on-the-ground 
examination.  In  the  85th  Congress  the  committee  reported  legislation 
to  authorize  the  San  Luis  unit  but  the  report  was  too  late  for  floor 
action.  Similar  legislation  passed  the  Senate  in  the  85th  Congress 
and  again  in  the  present  Congress. 

SAN  LUIS  SERVICE  AREA 

The  San  Luis  unit  is  situated  on  the  west  side  of  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley  in  California  about  150  miles  southeast  of  San  Francisco  and 
about  30  miles  west  of  Fresno.  Lands  which  would  be  irrigated  lie/1 
between  elevations  of  about  200  and  500  feet  above  sea  level  on  aV 
broad,  gently  sloping  plain  extending  eastward  from  the  coast  range. 
The  area  forms  a  strip  about  65  miles  long  and  13  miles  wide,  totaling 
about  480,000  acres.  Summers  are  hot  and  dry  and  the  rainfall  aver¬ 
ages  only  about  7  inches  annually.  There  is  little  natural  surface 
water  supply  in  the  area  with  only  a  few  small  rain-fed  creeks  flowing 
intermittent^  during  the  winter  storms.  Actually,  present  irrigation 
in  the  area  relies  entirely  on  ground  water  which  is  being  heavily 
overdrawn.  At  the  present  time,  there  are  about  400,000  acres  within 
the  service  area  developed  for  irrigation  and  served  by  pumping  from 
ground  water  sources. 

NEED 

The  ground  water  reservoir,  which  is  the  present  source  of  irrigation 
in  the  San  Luis  service  area,  is  being  seriously  overdrawn  and  the 
water  table  rapidly  lowered.  It  is  estimated  that  the  recharge  of  the 
ground  water  reservoir  averages  only  about  200,000  acre-feet  annually 
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compared  with  annual  withdrawals  averaging  around  1  million  acre- 
feet.  The  resultant  overdraft  has  caused  a  steady  decline  in  water 
levels  and  pump  lifts  have  increased  by  more  than  200  feet.  It  is 
estimated  that  under  present  conditions  less  than  150,000  acres  can 
be  sustained  in  irrigation  and  that,  unless  an  imported  water  supply 
is  made  available  to  the  area,  the  majority  of  the  presently  irrigated 
land  will  eventually  return  to  desert.  Because  there  is  no  firm  water 
supply  and  because  of  the  poor  quality  of  the  water  that  is  available, 
this  area  does  not  lend  itself,  under  present  conditions,  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  family-size  farms.  With  a  firm  supply  of  good  quality  water 
it  is  expected  that  there  will  be  a  big  change  in  the  crop  pattern. 
This,  together  with  application  of  the  acreage  limitation  provisions  of 
the  Federal  reclamation  laws,  will  cause  the  large  holdings  to  be  broken 
up  into  family-size  operations. 

Although  the  amount  of  water  involved  is  smaller,  the  need  in  the 
area  for  additional  and  better  quality  municipal  water  is  just  as  press 
ing  as  the  need  for  irrigation  water.  The  water  obtained  from  the 
underground  reservoir  for  municipal  uses  is  of  very  poor  quality  and 
in  many  areas  it  is  not  potable.  At  least  one  city,  Coalinga,  with  a 
population  of  more  than  6,000  people,  has  been  hauling  its  drinking 
water  in  by  tank  car  and  is  now  constructing  a  saline  water  treatment 
plant. 

Governor  Brown,  of  California,  in  urging  prompt  action  on  this  legis¬ 
lation,  had  this  to  say: 

Time  has  become  an  increasingly  important  factor.  In  the 
Federal  service  area  on  the  west  side  of  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley  there  is  right  now  a  pressing  need  for  water.  *  *  * 
California  is  only  a  decade  away  from  being  the  most  popu¬ 
lous  State  in  the  Union.  Only  immediate  and  rapid  action  to 
meet  its  water  problems  will  support  the  requirements  of  the 
hundreds  of  thousands  who  come  to  our  State  each  year. 

*  *  *  The  whole  future  of  the  State  of  California  depends 
on  sound  development  of  its  water  resources  as  soon  as  possi¬ 
ble.  The  San  Luis  Dam  and  reservo ir  project  is  central  to 
such  development.  *  *  *  The  State  itself  is  launching  an 
unprecedented  water  development  program  of  its  own.  *  *  * 

In  order  to  do  the  complete  job  and  to  do  it  in  time  we  must 
have  Federal  assistance.  *  *  *  The  joint  venture  at  San 
Luis  represents,  I  believe,  the  best  example  of  a  proper 
method  for  Federal-State  action  in  water  resources  develop¬ 
ment. 

PROPOSAL  FOR  JOINT  FEDERAL-STATE  USE  OF  PROJECT  FACILITIES 

Preparation  of  satisfactory  San  Luis  legislation  has  been  complicated 
by  the  fact  that  the  undertaking  involves  joint  use  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  State  of  California  of  the  San  Luis  Reservoir 
and  certain  other  project  facilities.  This  joint-use  plan  is  the  outcome 
of  a  situation  in  which  both  the  Federal  Government  and  the  State 
found  themselves  proposing  projects  utilizing  the  same  reservoir  Gte. 
The  State’s  Feather  River  project  plan  calls  for  storage  at  the  San 
Luis  site  as  does  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation’s  plan  for  the  San  Luis 
unit.  The  San  Luis  reservoir  site  appears  to  be  the  only  adequate 
and  feasible  storage  site  in  the  area. 
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H.R.  7155  would  authorize  the  Secretary  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  the  State  of  California  under  which  the  State  and  the  Federal 
Government  would  jointly  use  a  reservoir  at  the  San  Luis  site  and 
other  project  facilities.  The  joint-use  facilities  woidd  be  constructed 
in  such  a  way,  either  initially  or  by  provision  for  enlargement,  as  to 
permit  service  to  both  the  Federal  San  Luis  service  area  and  to 
Ureas  proposed  to  be  served  by  the  State  under  its  water  development 
plans.  The  bill  sets  out  the  substance  of  the  provisions  that  will  have 
to  be  incorporated  in  such  an  agreement.  The  details  of  the  agree¬ 
ment  will  have  to  be  worked  out  by  negotiation.  After  execution,  the 
agreement  will  have  to  be  submitted  to  Congress  and  appropriation 
of  funds  for  construction  will  be  contingent  upon  its  not  being  dis¬ 
approved  by  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  of  either 
House.  The  legislation  provides  that  if  agreement  is  not  reached  by 
January  1,  1962,  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  can  proceed  as  an 
all-Federal  project  after  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  reported  such 
failure  to  reach  agreement  to  the  Congress.  In  the  latter  event  the  >4 
State  could  still  acquire  an  irrevocable  right  to  enlarge  the  facilities  for  'nt 
its  use  by  paying  the  additional  initial  cost,  of  constructing  the  dam 
and  reservoir  so  as  to  permit  enlargement  and  agreeing  to  pay,  prior  to 
using  them  for  the  storage  or  delivery  of  water,  its  full  equitable  share 
of  the  construction  cost  of  the  joint-use  facilities  as  initially  constructed 
plus  the  entire  cost  of  enlarging  them. 


PLAN  OF  DEVELOPMENT 


The  physical  plan  of  development  of  the  San  Luis  unit  is  described  in 
the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  transmitted  to  the  Congress 
on  December  17,  1956.  The  principal  engineering  features  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  would  be  the  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir,  a  forebay 
and  afterbay,  the  San  Luis  Canal,  the  Pleasant  Valley  Canal,  and 
necessary  pumping  plants,  distribution  systems,  drains,  channels, 
levees,  flood  works  and  related  facilities.  Water  available  in  the 
Sacrament-Sail  Joaquin  Delta,  either  as  unregulated  flows  or  as  a 


result  of  Central  Valley 


Reservoir  or  directly  to  t 


iroject  storage,  would  be  pumped  via  the 


existing  Tracy  pumps  and  the  Delta-Mendota  Canal  to  the  San  Luis 


le  irrigation  canal  system  through  which  it 


would  be  distributed  to  the  project  service  area.  The  distribution  and  ^ 


drainage  systems  could  be  constructed  either  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  or  by  the  local  districts. 

The  final  design  of  the  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir,  the  forebay, 
the  afterbay,  the  pumping  plant,  and  the  San  Luis  Canal  would  de¬ 
pend  upon  whether  a  joint-use  agreement  is  reached  between  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  State  as  previously  discussed  and,  if 
such  an  agreement  is  reached,  upon  the  provisions  thereof.  If  agree¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  joint  use  of  project  facilities  is  reached,  it  could 
provide  that  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  be  constructed  with  a  capacity 
of  1  million  acre-feet  and  provision  for  enlargement  or  it  could  provide 
that  it  be  constructed  initially  with  a  capacity  of  2,100,000  acre-feet. 
Likewise,  such  joint-use  agreement  will  specify  the  capacities  of  the 
other  project  facilities  mentioned.  If  agreement  is  not  reached,  then 
construction  of  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  capacity  would  be  limited  to 
1  million  acre-feet,  with  provisions  for  later  enlargement  to  2,100,000 
acre-feet.  Water  requirements  in  California  are  glowing  at  such  a 
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rate  that  there  is  no  question  but  that  the  extra  capacity  will  be  called 
for  in  a  relatively  short  time. 

PROVISION  FOR  FUTURE  ENLARGEMENT 

It  is  pointed  out  that  the  bill  requires  either  initial  construction  of 
the  dam  and  reservoir  to  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both  the  Federal 
San  Luis  service  area  and  the  State’s  service  area  or  provision  in  the 
initial  construction  for  their  future  enlargement.  Provision  in 
initial  construction  for  enlargement  of  other  facilities  is  permissive. 
In  other  words,  in  no  circumstance  wall  the  dam  and  reservoir  be 
built  without  provision  for  enlargement,  and  in  the  event  there  is  no 
joint-use  agreement  and  the  State  acquires  no  right  to  enlarge  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  2  of  the  bill  it  is  contemplated  that  the  modifications 
for  future  enlargement  would  accommodate  expansion  of  the  Federal 
San  Luis  unit.  Such  expansion  is,  of  course,  subject  to  further 
authorization  processes. 

|  The  cost  estimate  for  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  includes  $17,701,000 
'for  modifications  which  would  permit  enlargements  later  to  provide 
specifically  for  irrigation  service  to  lands  additional  to  those  now 
included  in  the  San  Luis  unit.  This  $17,701,000  comprises  $10,814,000 
for  modification  of  the  San  Luis  dam  and  outlet  works,  $4  million  for 
modification  of  the  pumping  plant,  and  $2,887,000  for  modification 
of  the  San  Luis  Canal. 

The  modifications  for  future  enlargement  of  the  reservoir  and  the 
pumping  plant  to  accommodate  the  State’s  Feather  River  project 
would  be  essentially  the  same  as  those  contemplated  to  accommodate 
expansion  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit.  However,  there  is  no  practi¬ 
cal  way  to  construct  the  San  Luis  Canal  now  for  enlargement  later  to 
accommodate  the  State’s  Feather  River  project.  If  the  canal  is  not 
constructed  initially  to  ultimate  capacity,  it  would  be  better  for  the 
Bureau’s  canal  to  follow  the  original  alinement  and  for  the  State  to 
construct  a  second  canal  in  the  future  when  it  is  needed. 

AGRICULTURAL  EFFECTS 

At  the  present  time  the  irrigated  land  in  the  San  Luis  service  area 
us  devoted  primarily  to  grain  and  cotton,  with  relatively  small  amounts 
'devoted  to  miscellaneous  field  crops,  truck  crops,  and  forage  crops. 
Livestock  production  is  not  a  significant  element  in  the  area’s  economy. 
As  previously  indicated,  unless  an  outside  source  of  water  is  provided, 
the  irrigated  area  will  be  drastically  reduced.  It  is  estimated  that, 
without  the  project,  the  lands  that  remain  under  irrigation  will  be 
devoted  primarily  to  grain  and  cotton,  with  about  two-thirds  devoted 
to  grain,  probably  barley,  and  one-third  to  cotton. 

Provision  of  an  adequate  and  dependable  water  supply  under 
project  conditions  is  expected  to  bring  considerable  changes  in  the 
agricultural  economy  of  the  service  area.  The  increased  supply  and 
better  quality  of  the  water  would  permit  more  intensive  or  diversified 
land  use  and  would  facilitate  the  transition  from  present  large-scale 
operations  to  a  type  of  agricultural  settlement  more  nearly  character¬ 
istic  of  irrigated  areas  on  the  east  side  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley. 
Operation  of  the  project  under  reclamation  law  would,  of  course, 
require  that  the  large  ownerships  be  broken  up  into  family  size 
operations. 
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The  shift  from  large-scale  farming  to  smaller  operations  will  result 
in  a  shift  in  proportionate  relationships  among  the  crops  presently 
grown.  While  there  probably  will  be  little  change  in  the  cotton 
acreage,  it  is  expected  that  the  acreage  in  irrigated  grain  will  be 
drastically  reduced.  At  the  same  time,  truck  crops,  deciduous  fruits 
and  grapes,  alfalfa,  irrigated  pasture,  and  miscellaneous  field  crops 
will  replace  grain  acreage  and  will  be  grown  on  the  new  lands  that 
are  irrigated.  The  Bureau’s  projected  crop  pattern  shows  88,000 
acres  in  truck  crops,  22,000  acres  in  deciduous  fruits  and  grapes, 
66,000  acres  in  miscellaneous  field  crops,  88,000  acres  in  alfalfa,  and 
44,000  acres  in  irrigated  pasture.  The  projection  of  cotton  and  grain 
shows  132,000  acres  in  cotton  and  44,000  acres  hi  irrigated  grain  and 
grain  hay. 

ECONOMIC  AND  FINANCIAL  ASPECTS 

The  present  estimated  cost  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  not  including  dis¬ 
tribution  and  drainage  systems,  is  $290,430,000.  As  previously  indi¬ 
cated,  this  amount  includes  $17,701,000  for  making  provision  in  the! 
initial  construction  for  future  enlargement.  This  amount  also  includes 
about  $11  million  for  electric  transmission  facilities.  Under  a  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  bill,  these  facilities  would  not  be  constructed  if  the 
Secretary  determines  electric  transmission  service  can  be  obtained  at 
less  cost  from  a  local  public  or  private  agency.  About  $210  million 
of  the  total  estimated  cost  is  for  facilities  which  would  be  jointly  used 
if  agreement  with  the  State  is  reached.  In  the  event  of  agreement 
and  joint  use  of  project  facilities,  there  would,  of  course,  be  a  saving 
in  cost  to  the  United  States.  The  equitable  sharing  of  this  saving 
between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  State,  as  required  by  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  legislation,  would  probably  result  in  a  reduction  in  Fed¬ 
eral  cost  amounting  to  approximately  $50  million.  The  bill  provides 
that  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  shall  be  dimin¬ 
ished  by  the  amount  of  such  saving. 

Tentatively,  the  total  Federal  cost  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  except  for 
about  $100,000  for  basic  recreational  facilities,  is  allocated  to  irriga¬ 
tion  and  municipal  water  supply  and  would  be  repaid  by  the  water 
users  or  from  surplus  power  revenues  of  the  Central  Valley  project. 
It  is  estimated  that  payments  by  the  water  users  will  be  sufficients 
to  repay  about  76  percent  of  the  $290,430,000.  Of  course,  if  there  id| 
a  decrease  in  the  Federal  cost  as  a  result  of  joint  development  and 
use,  the  water  users  would  pay  a  larger  percentage. 

The  distribution  and  drainage  systems  which,  as  previously  stated, 
could  be  constructed  b}^  the  Federal  Government  or  by  the  water 
users  are  estimated  to  cost  $192,650,000.  If  built  by  the  Federal 
Government  the  total  cost  of  the  distribution  systems  would  be 
repaid  by  the  water  users  in  40  years  under  a  separate  contract. 

The  Department’s  economic  studies  covering  the  San  Luis  unit 
indicate  that  the  annual  benefits  attributable  to  the  irrigation  and 
municipal  water  service  are  2%  times  the  annual  costs. 

state’s  position  unified 

Last  year  when  the  committee  considered  the  San  Luis  legislation, 
various  interests  within  the  State  of  California  were  not  in  agreement 
on  it.  Certain  interests  in  southern  California  and  Kern  County  were 
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opposed  to  the  legislation.  This  year  the  situation  is  different. 
Governor  Brown,  in  his  appearance  before  the  committee,  stated: 

For  the  first  time  in  these  long  discussions  with  which 
many  of  you  are  familiar,  Californians  come  before  you 
united,  offering  a  single  plan  with  unanimous  support.  In 
conferences  during  the  past  2  weeks,  representatives  of  the 
Westlands  Water  District,  the  Metropolitan  Water  District 
of  Southern  California,  and  Los  Angeles  Department  of 
Water  and  Power,  the  State  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  and 
Kern  County  interests  have  worked  with  my  administration 
and  the  authors  of  this  legislation  to  remove  potential  sources 
of  conflict.  The  bill  before  you  reflects  the  minor  amend¬ 
ments  to  which  all  concerned  have  agreed. 

In  addition  to  this  statement  by  Governor  Brown,  the  organizations 
that  have  in  the  past  opposed  the  legislation  testified  in  favor  of  it. 
These  include  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  southern  California, 
the  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power,  and  the  Kearn 
County  Farm  Bureau.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  changes  which 
the  committee  made  in  the  legislation  would  upset  in  any  way  the 
unanimous  agreement  among  California  interests. 

OPERATION  UNDER  FEDERAL  RECLAMATION  LAW 

Judged  in  accordance  with  Federal  reclamation  law,  about  325,000, 
acres  of  the  480,000  acres  in  the  Federal  San  Luis  service  area — that  is, 
the  area  within  the  Westlands,  Panoche  and  San  Luis  Water  Dis¬ 
tricts^ — are  in  large  ownerships  that  will  have  to  be  divided  into  smaller 
ownerships.  The  owners  of  these  large  holdings  are  fully  aware  of  the 
requirements  of  the  antispeculation  and  excess  land  provisions  of 
reclamation  law,  and  the  committee  was  advised  that,  with  the 
exception  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  they  are  willing  to  sign  record¬ 
able  contracts,  in  compliance  with  reclamation  law,  agreeing  to  dispose 
of  their  excess  acreage.  The  Panoche  and  San  Luis  districts  have 
already  signed  contracts  with  the  Department  calling  for  compliance 
with  the  excess  land  provisions.  The  Southern  Pacific  Co.  owns 
about  58,000  acres  within  the  San  Luis  service  area  as  defined  above, 
all  of  which  is  in  the  Westlands  Water  District.  A  representative  of 
the  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  appearing  before  the  committee,  stated  that 
the  company  was  not  interested  in  selling  its  lands.  At  the  same  time, 
he  stated  that  in  the  event  of  operation  of  the  San  Luis  project  under 
reclamation  law  the  company  would  be  willing  to  sit  down  with  the 
district  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  explore  the  possibilities 
of  obtaining  water  for  company  lands.  The  committee  understands 
that  the  feasibility  of  the  project  does  not  depend  upon  furnishing 
water  to  the  Southern  Pacific  Co.  lands,  and  that  the  Westlands  dis¬ 
trict  will  take  all  the  water  it  can  get  regardless  of  whether  it  serves 
the  company  lands.  If  the  company  lands  are  not  served,  it  would 
enable  the  district  to  pump  less  from  underground.  The  district  has 
the  power  to  tax  the  company  lands  even  if  they  take  no  project  water. 

The  committee  certainly  recognizes  the  problems  raised  by  the  land 
ownership  situation  in  the  San  Luis  service  area.  During  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  consideration  of  this  legislation,  concern  was  expressed  by 
many  individuals  and  groups  lest  the  large  landowners  in  the  San 
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Luis  service  area  might,  in  some  way,  be  exempt  from  the  land 
limitation  provisions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws.  For  instance, 
the  committee  received  this  expression  from  the  California  Labor 
Federation: 

This  language  of  the  San  Luis  bills  opens  the  door  to 
mi  just  enrichment,  to  monopoly  of  water  resources,  and  to 
subsidized  giantism  in  agriculture.  *  *  *  We  hope  that 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  will  not  breach  long- 
established  national  policy  *  *  *. 

The  committee  gave  careful  consideration  to  all  the  views  and  com¬ 
ments  it  received  along  this  line  and  amended  the  bill  in  several 
respects. 

The  committee  wants  to  make  it  unmistakably  clear  that  the 
legislation  it  is  hereby  reporting  requires  the  operation  of  the  Federal 
San  Luis  unit  under  Federal  reclamation  law,  including  the  excess 
land  provisions  thereof,  and  that  there  is  no  way  the  large  landowners 
in  the  Federal  San  Luis  service  area  can  avoid  compliance  with  such 
provisions. 

Section  1  of  the  bill  provides  that,  “In  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  the  San  Lius  unit,  the  Secretary  shall  be  governed  by 
Federal  reclamation  laws  (act  of  June  17,  1902  (32  Stat.  388),  and 
acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  thereto)”.  An  additional 
phrase — “except  so  far  as  the  provisions  thereof  are  inconsistent  with 
this  act” — which  was  formerly  appended  to  this  sentence  was  deleted 
by  the  committee.  While  this  phrase  obviously  related  only  to  pro¬ 
visions  set  out  in  the  bill  and  could  not  be  interpreted  as  exempting 
the  project  from  other  unmentioned  provisions  of  reclamation  law, 
the  committee  nevertheless  removed  it  in  order  to  allay  the  fears  of 
those  objecting  Jo  it  and  on  the  basis  that  the  provisions  in  the  bill 
will  speak  for  themselves  and  that  such  deletion  will  do  no  harm. 
The  following  colloquy  illustrates  the  careful  consideration  the  com¬ 
mittee  gave  to  this  particular  matter,  including  its  consideration  of 
a  substitute  phrase  reading  “except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  act.” 

Mr.  Rogers.  For  a  question  of  counsel:  What  is  referred 
to  by  the  language  “except  as  otherwise  provided  in  that 
act”?  In  other  words,  what  does  the  “otherwise”  mean? 

Mr.  Witmer.  As  you  will  recall,  Mr.  Chairman,  during  the 
hearing  substantially  the  same  question  was  asked  of  witness 
after  witness.  Each  one  had  in  mind  those  things  which 
were  particularly  pertinent  to  him  *  *  *.  None  of  the 
witnesses  covered  the  field  fully,  however.  It  seems  to  me 
that  “except  as  herein  otherwise  provided  in  this  act”  covers 
virtually  everything  in  the  bill  that  follows  those  words. 

Now,  let  me  illustrate,  if  I  may,  sir.  If  this  were  author¬ 
ized  in  the  usual  manner  to  be  constructed,  operated,  and 
maintained  under  the  Federal  reclamation  laws,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  could  forthwith  send  up  a  request  for  appropriations 
and,  having  gotten  the  appropriations,  begin  to  construct. 

But  the  bill,  immediately  following  the  words  you  are  con¬ 
sidering,  lays  conditions  on  such  construction. 

One  condition:  The  Secretary  has  to  negotiate  with  the 
State.  Another  condition:  Until  January  1,  1962,  arrives,  he 
cannot  proceed  without  an  agreement.  Another  condition: 
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He  must  have  made  some  arrangement  for  drainage  works. 
Another  condition:  He  must  specifically  have  gotten  neces¬ 
sary  water  rights  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  project. 

And  so  on  throughout  the  bill. 

In  other  words,  it  seems  to  me  that  every  provision  of  the 
bill  from  there  on  is  an  exception  to  the  general  authoriza¬ 
tion  which  precedes.  If  you  wanted  to  go  into  it  more 
specifically,  you  could  mention,  as  one  of  the  witnesses  did, 
the  authorization  for  recreation  facilities,  which  are  not  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  general  reclamation  law.  You  could  mention, 
as  the  chairman  of  the  full  committee  has  just  mentioned, 
the  provision  for  joint  operation  and  joint  control  with  the 
State.  If  jmu  wanted  to  be  still  more  specific,  you  could 
mention  the  provision  which  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  turn 
over  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project  to  the 
State,  for  which  there  is  no  provision  in  general  reclamation 
law.  And  so  on. 

Mr.  Rogers.  In  that  particular  situation,  is  it  your  opinion 
that  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  turn  over  joint  use 
facilities  to  the  State  for  operation  would  open  the  door  for 
exempting  the  project  from  the  application  of  the  160-acre 
limitation? 

Mr.  Witmer.  My  answer,  sir,  to  that  is  a  clear  and 
unequivocal  “No.” 

***** 

Mr.  Ullman.  May  I  ask  just  one  additional  question: 
What  is  your  interpretation  of  the  effect  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentlemen  from  California  [to  strike  the  lan¬ 
guage  “except  so  far  as  the  provisions  thereof  are  inconsistent 
with  this  Act”]  as  against  that  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  [to  substitute  “except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
Act”],  for  instance,  in  connection  with  the  operation  of  the 
dam?  Would  the  language  in  the  two  instances  make  any 
difference? 

Mr.  Witmer.  I  think  the  language  will  make  no  difference. 

The  effect  of  the  language  will  be  no  different.  In  other 
words,  may  I  put  it  this  way,  I  think  the  exceptions  will 
speak  for  themselves  as  being  exceptions. 

To  avoid  any  possible  misinterpretation  on  the  matter  of  operation 
of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  under  Federal  reclamation 
law  and  in  order  that  there  could  be  no  question  as  to  the  committee’s 
position  that  the  State  should  not  be  allowed  to  serve  lands  within  the 
Federal  service  area  the  committee  adopted  seyeral  clarifying  amend¬ 
ments.  It  amended  section  3(h)  of  the  bill  to  read  as  follows: 

(h)  notwithstanding  transfer  of  the  care,  operation  and 
maintenance  of  any  works  to  the  State,  as  hereinbefore 
provided,  any  organization  which  has  theretofore  entered 
into  a  contract  with  the  United  States  under  the  Reclama¬ 
tion  Project  Act  of  1939,  and  amendments  thereto,  for  a 
water  supply  through  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  includ¬ 
ing  joint-use  facilities,  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  the  same 
limitations  and  obligations  and  to  have  and  to  enjoy  the  same 
rights  which  it  would  have  had  under  its  contract  with  the 
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United  States  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  of  section  1 
of  the  Act  of  July  2,  1956  (70  Stat.  483,  43  U.S.C.  485h-l), 
in  the  absence  of  such  transfer,  and  its  enjoyment  of  such 
rights  shall  be  without  added  cost  or  other  detriment  arising 
from  such  transfer; 

Attention  is  called  to  the  italicized  language  added  by  the  committee. 
The  committee  also  (1)  added  language  in  section  2  which  provides 
that  the  additional  capacity  in  the  joint-use  facilities  for  State  use 
shall  be  limited  to  service  outside  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service 
area  and  (2)  added  a  subsection  to  section  3  stating  that  the  State 
shall  not  serve  any  lands  in  the  Federal  San  Luis  service  area  except 
as  required  in  connection  with  its  acceptance  of  the  care,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  the  joint-use  facilities.  In  this  connection,  it  is 
quite  clear  that  if  the  State  takes  over  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  joint-use  facilities  it  will  be  acting  as  an  agent  of  the  Federal 
Government  under  reclamation  law,  so  far  as  its  service  to  the  Federal 
San  Luis  service  area  is  concerned.  The  situation  would  be  no  differ¬ 
ent  from  that  in  the  many  instances  in  which  irrigation  districts  take 
over  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  works  serving  such  districts. 
The  districts  are  still  bound  by  all  the  provisions  of  Federal  reclamation 
law.  A  portion  of  the  committee’s  discussion  on  this  particular 
matter  follows: 

Mr.  Rogers.  *  *  *  Your  answer  would  indicate,  Mr. 
Witmer,  that  in  the  event  the  Secretary  did,  under  the  au¬ 
thority  of  this  act,  turn  over  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  this  project  to  the  State  authority,  the  State  authority 
would  then  be  bound  by  the  160-acre  limitation? 

Mr.  Witmer.  The  State  authority  would  in  my  judgment, 
be  operating  in  effect  as  an  agent  of  the  United  States,  under 
the  laws  of  the  United  States.  And  there  would  be  no  waiver 
of  any  provisions. 

Mr.  Rogers.  And  as  this  bill  is  written,  there  is  no  place 
in  it,  in  your  opinion,  where  the  Secretary  himself,  if  he 
continued  to  operate  it,  would  have  the  power  or  the  author¬ 
ity  to  waive  the  160-acre  limitation? 

Mr.  Witmer.  No,  sir. 

*  *  *  *  * 

Mr.  Ullman.  I  would  like  to  ask  counsel  a  question. 

I  am  rather  intrigued  by  this  last  statement  of  yours — that 
the  State  of  California  would  be  acting  as  an  agent  of  the 
Federal  Government  under  the  reclamation  law.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  Witmer.  Iri  effect,  yes. 

Let  me  give  you  an  analogy.  The  general  reclamation  laws 
provide  for  turning  over  operation  and  maintenance  of 
projects  to  irrigation  districts.  That  is  done  every  year. 

In  fact,  Congress  encourages  their  being  taken  over.  But 
the  districts  are  still  operating  for  the  United  States.  They 
are  still  subject  to  the  control  of  the  United  States  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  They  are  still  bound  by  the  excess 
land  laws,  by  the  requirement  that  water  be  not  delivered  if 
there  is  nonpayment,  etc.  You  can  run  down  the  whole  list 
of  requirements.  WTiat  you  are  doing  is  substituting  the 


SAN  LUIS  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 


11 


districts  for  the  Secretary  in  the  operation  only.  In  the 
case  of  San  Luis  it  would  be  the  State  substituting  for  the 
Secretary  instead  of  an  irrigation  district. 

RECLAMATION  LAW  NOT  APPLICABLE  TO  STATE  SERVICE  AREAS 

Section  7  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  shall 
not  be  applicable  to  areas  served  by  the  State  of  California.  Objec¬ 
tion  was  raised  in  committee  to  this  provision  on  the  ground  that  it 
will  “exempt’  the  State-served  lands  from  the  acreage  limitation  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  laws.  In  accepting  section  7,  a  majority  of  the 
committee  points  out  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  reclamation  laws 
which,  in  the  absence  of  a  provision  in  the  bill  affirmatively  making  the 
land-limitation  provisions  applicable  in  the  State-served  area,  would 
forbid  the  State  from  serving  whatever  lands  it  chooses  on  whatever 
terms  it  chooses.  In  other  words,  mere  deletion  of  section  7  would 
not  accomplish  the  purpose  of  those  who  advocate  requiring  owners 
of  the  State-served  lands  to  observe  the  limitations  which  are  imposed 
on  those  served  by  the  Federal  Government.  It  is,  furthermore,  the 
view  of  the  majority  that  there  is  no  justification  for  writing  an 
affirmative  provision  into  the  bill  which  would  require  such  observance. 
Its  reasons  for  this  conclusion  are  these: 

(1)  It  is  only  by  chance  that  there  is  any  connection  between  the 
Federal  and  State  projects.  That  connection  arises  from  the  physical 
fact  that  there  is  one  and  only  one  adequate  reservoir  site  in  the  area 
and  that  both  the  Federal  and  State  Governments  need  to  use  this 
site.  If  two  sites  existed,  each  government  would  be  free  to  use  one 
of  them  on  its  own  terms,  and  the  excess  lands  question  as  applied  to 
State-served  lands  would  not  even  have  arisen. 

Speaking,  during  committee  debate,  to  the  matter  of  applying 
Federal  law  to  the  State’s  service  area,  Mr.  Hosmer,  one  of  the 
authors  of  the  legislation,  clarified  the  matter  this  way: 

So,  I  ask  you  gentlemen  to  realize  that  this  particular 
project  we  are  talking  about  which  the  Federal  Government 
would  build  and  the  project  the  State  wants  to  build,  are 
two  separate  and  entirely  different  projects. 

Of  necessity  they  must  occupy  the  same  particular  space. 

But  just  because  in  an  office  building  there  are  several  law 
firms  and  one  of  the  law  firms  is  representing  the  plaintiff  in 
a  case  and  another  law  firm  is  representing  the  defendant 
does  not  mean  they  have  a  conflict  of  interest  because  they 
are  operating  out  of  the  same  building.  They  are  separate 
enterprises  and  this  is  exactly  what  is  occurring  here. 

(2)  The  water  supply  for  the  State’s  project  will  be  derived  from 
sources  independent  of  the  Federal  project’s  water  supply  and,  except 
for  the  joint  works,  will  be  handled  through  an  entirely  different 
system  of  reservoirs,  canals,  and  other  works.  The  Federal  im¬ 
poundment  and  transportation  systems  in  the  Central  Valley  will, 
with  the  construction  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  project,  be  fully  utilized 
and  could  not,  even  if  there  were  inclination  to  do  so,  be  used  to 
supply  the  State  service  area. 

(3)  The  State  will,  under  the  terms  of  the  bill,  have  paid  its  entire 
share  of  the  cost  of  constructing  the  joint  facilities  prior  to  its  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  them  for  storage  and  delivery  of  water.  Even  if  the  State 


12 


SAN  LUIS  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 


were  a  customer  of  the  United  States — a  water  right  applicant  or  an 
irrigation  district,  for  instance — it  would  not  be  bound  by  the  acreage 
limitation  provisions  under  existing  law  in  these  circumstances.  The 
committee  sees  no  reason  for  treating  the  State,  in  its  capacity  as  a 
partner  in  a  joint  venture  rather  than  a  customer,  more  onerously 
than  it  would  a  private  citizen  or  an  irrigation  district. 

(4)  Insofar  as  there  is  a  problem  of  large  ownerships  in  the  State- 
served  area,  the  committee  is  confident  that  the  legislature  of  the  State 
of  California  can  and  will  enact  legislation  expressing  the  public  policy 
of  the  State  and  representing  the  will  of  the  majority  of  the  people  of  the 
State.  There  would  be  no  more  justification  for  the  United  States,  in 
other  words,  to  decline  to  enter  into  this  joint  venture  with  the  State 
unless  the  State  makes  its  land-ownership  policy  conform  to  that  of  the 
United  States  than  there  would  be  for  the  State  to  refuse  to  enter  into 
the  arrangement  unless  the  United  States  modified  its  policy  to  suit 
that  of  the  State. 

In  order  to  make  clear  the  present  state  of  the  law  and  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  reasons  for  believing  that  no  exemption  is  provided  by  section 
7,  the  following  more  complete  explanation  is  offered. 

Section  3  of  the  act  of  August  9,  1912  (37  Stat.  266,  43  U.S.C.  544) 
provides,  in  pertinent  part,  that — - 

no  person  shall  at  any  one  time  or  in  any  manner  *  *  * 
acquire,  own,  or  hold  irrigable  land  for  which  entry  or  water 
right  application  shall  have  been  made  under  the  said  recla¬ 
mation  act  of  June  17,  1902,  and  acts  supplementary  thereto 
and  amendatory  thereof,  before  final  payment  in  full  of  all 
installments  of  building  and  betterment  charges  shall  have 
been  made  on  account  of  such  land  in  excess  of  one  farm  unit 
as  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  the  limit  of  area 
per  entry  of  public  land  or  per  single  ownership  of  private 
land  for  which  a  water  right  may  be  purchased  respectively, 
nor  in  any  case  in  excess  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  nor 
shall  water  be  furnished  under  said  Acts  nor  a  water  right  sold 
or  recognized  for  such  excess  *  *  *. 

During  the  period  when  irrigation  water  contracts  were  entered  into 
with  individuals  rather  than  organized  districts,  it  is  thus  clear  that 
the  law  forbade  delivery  of  water  to  more  than  one  farm  unit  held  by 
an  individual  only  so  long  as  the  entire  construction  cost  allocated  to 
the  excess  unit  had  not  been  fully  paid.  That  the  law  was  so  read  and 
applied  by  the  Interior  Department  is  shown  in  detail  in  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation’s  printed  publication  entitled  “Landownership  Survey 
on  Federal  Reclamation  Projects”  (1946)  and  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment’s  two-volume  document  prepared  for  the  Subcommittee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  and  Resources  of  the  House  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  entitled  "Excess  Land  Provisions  of  the  Federal  Reclama¬ 
tion  Laws  and  the  Payment  of  Charges”  (1956). 

The  same  rule  has  been  held  to  be  applicable  to  irrigation  district 
contracts.  Speaking  of  the  relation  between  the  1912  act  and  the 
excess-land  provisions  of  the  act  of  May  25,  1926  (44  Stat.  649,  43 
U.S.C.  423e),  the  Associate  Solicitor  of  the  Interior  Department 
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advised  the  Commissioner  of  Reclamation  on  October  22,  1947,  as 
follows: 

*  *  *  rpjle  gpepj£c  qUestion  is  whether  the  release  of  the 
limitation  by  section  3  of  the  1912  act  upon  “final  payment  in 
full  of  all  installments  of  building  and  betterment  charges" 
on  account  of  “irrigable  land  for  which  entry  or  water-right 
application  shall  have  been  made"  can  be  held  to  apply  to 
the  payment  in  full  of  the  joint  obligation  assumed  by  an 
irrigation  district  under  a  contract  entered  into  as  required 
by  section  46  of  the  1926  act. 

In  construing  an  ambiguous  enactment,  it  is  held  proper  to 
consider  acts  passed  at  prior  and  subsequent  sessions  to  which 
the  act  does  not  refer.  *  *  *  It  seems  clear  that  the  various 
excess-land  enactments  were  intended  by  Congress  to  provide 
a  uniform  and  comprehensive  procedure  for  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  its  land-limitation  policy. 

Section  46  of  the  1926  act,  supra,  sets  out  the  substance  of 
the  provisions  required  to  be  incorporated  in  joint-liability 
repayment  contracts  with  irrigation  districts.  That  section 
does  not  purport  to  contain  all  the  excess-land  provisions 
applicable  to  lands  affected  by  such  contracts.  *  *  *  Since 
joint-liability  repayment  contracts  were  not  in  general  use 
when  the  act  of  August  9,  1912  was  adopted,  the  language 
used  in  those  acts  was  not  specifically  directed  at  situations 
arising  under  contracts  of  that  type.  Congress  apparently 
intended  that  the  land-limitation  provisions,  in  effect  when 
the  act  of  May  15,  1922  (42  Stat.  541),  the  act  of  May  25, 

1926,  and  other  acts  covering  the  use  of  irrigation  district 
contracts  were  adopted,  would  be  applicable  thereto,  as 
nearly  as  practicable.  Otherwise,  substantially  different 
acreage  restrictions  might  result  from  the  discontinuance  of 
water-right  applications  and  the  adoption  of  the  joint- 
liability  repayment  contract  procedures. 

When  all  construction  costs  due  under  a  joint  liability 
repayment  contract  have  been  paid  in  full,  there  is  no 
apparent  reason  why  the  lands  receiving  water  under  such 
contract  should  not  be  deemed  relieved  of  the  excess-land 
.  restrictions  in  the  same  manner  as  paidup  water  right  appli¬ 
cation  lands.  The  fact  that  Congress  did  not,  in  connection 
with  the  various  acts  authorizing  or  requiring  joint  liability 
repayment  contracts,  enact  complete  excess-land  provisions 
couched  in  language  adapted  to  joint-liability  contracts  does 
not  in  itself  deny  a  congressional  intention  that  the  prin¬ 
ciples  of  its  excess-land  policy,  as  previously  expressed  with 
reference  to  water-right  applications,  should  apply  to  such 
contracts.  The  enactment  of  new  excess-land  provisions, 
relative  to  the  phases  not  specifically  covered  by  the  said 
acts,  was  undoubtedly  deemed  unnecessary  because  these 
acts  became  a  part  of  the  reclamation  laws  for  all  purposes 
and  would  be  interpreted  on  that  basis.  The  existing  excess- 
land  provisions  would,  therefore,  become  applicable. 

In  the  light  of  the  foregoing,  it  is  my  view  that  upon  full 
payment  of  construction  obligation  under  a  joint-liability 
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repayment,  contract,  the  lands  receiving  water  under  such 
contract  are,  under  the  provisions  contained  in  section  3  of 
the  act  of  August  9,  1912,  relieved  of  the  statutory  excess- 
land  restrictions. 

In  accordance  with  this  conclusion,  a  large  number  of  repayment 
contracts  which  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  entered  into  during  the 
years  1949-54  with  irrigation  districts  in  Oregon,  Idaho,  Washington, 
California,  and  Montana  have  had  written  into  them  the  following 
provision  or  its  substantive  equivalent: 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws,  water  made  available  hereunder  shall  not  be  delivered 
to  more  than  160  irrigable  acres  in  the  ownership  of  any  one 
person  *  *  *.  The  limitations  stated  in  this  subarticle  shall 
cease  to  operate  when  the  construction  charge  provided  in  this 
contract  has  been  paid  in  full. 

Many  of  these  contracts  were  approved  by  Congress. 

The  present  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has,  in  effect,  announced  his 
concurrence  in  this  view  of  the  law.  On  July  12,  1957,  he  said  that 
he  was  unwilling  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  the  Kings  River  Con¬ 
servation  District,  California,  which  would  permit  individual  water 
users  within  the  district  to  pay  off  their  proportionate  share  of  the 
construction  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  district  and  thus  come  out,  as 
individuals,  from  under  the  acreage  limitations.  But  he  also  said — 

The  Department  continues  to  recognize  and  support  the 
basic  concept  of  reclamation  law  that  full  and  final  payment 
of  the  obligation  of  a  district  to  the  Federal  Government  ends 
the  applicability  of  the  acreage  limitations — 

and  added— 

So  long  as  the  present  acreage  limitations  remain  in  the  basic 
reclamation  law,  they  should  be  complied  with,  until  the 
district  has  fully  discharged  its  obligations  to  the  Federal 
Government. 

It  is  true  that  the  provisions  of  the  1912  act  and  their  relation  to 
district  obligations  under  the  1926  act  have  not  been  construed  in 
any  reported  judicial  decision,  but  the  administrative  history  is  such 
that  the  committee  lias  little  doubt  that  the  payout  rule  could  and 
would  be  properly  applied  in  the  present  instance  even  if  the  State 
were  to  be  thought  of  not  as  a  partner  but  as  a  customer  of  the  Federal 
Government.  Whatever  may  be  the  merits  or  demerits  of  contin¬ 
uing  to  apply  the  prevailing  construction  of  the  1912  and  1926  acts  to 
irrigation  districts  in  situations  in  which,  although  final  payment  is 
made  only  after  a  period  of  years  during  which  they  have  received 
the  benefits  of  interest-free  Federal  money  and,  in  many  cases,  assist¬ 
ance  from  power  revenues,  it  remains  true  that  (1)  the  administrative 
practice  of  doing  so  is  now  so  well  fortified  by  history  that  it  can 
probably  be  successfully  attacked  by  no  one  except  Congress  and  (2) 
that  there  is  no  legislation  now  pending  before  Congress,  nor  has  any 
ever  been  introduced,  which  would  overrule  the  departmental  inter¬ 
pretation  of  these  acts  or  provide  other  standards  to  guide  it.  The 
committee  cannot,  in  this  circumstance,  apply  to  the  special  case  of 
the  State  of  California  a  rule  which  is  not  applicable  to  others. 
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The  Warren  Act  (36  Stat.  925,  43  U.S.C.  523,  524)  adds  no  substance 
to  the  claim  of  those  who  see  section  7  of  the  bill  as  a  breach  in  the 
Federal  Government’s  land  limitation  policy.  In  the  first  place,  that 
act,  limited  as  its  cooperative  provisions  are  to  “irrigation  districts, 
water  users’  associations,  corporations,  entrymen,  or  water  users,”  is 
clearly  not  applicable  to  the  Federal-State  venture  proposed  in  H.R. 
7155.  In  the  second  place,  the  Warren  Act  was  enacted  before  the 
act  of  August  9,  1912,  cited  above  and  thus,  as  the  Associate  Solicitor 
of  the  Interior  Department  in  the  opinion  which  has  already  been 
quoted  in  part  said,  must  be  regarded  as  qualified  by  the  payout 
provisions  of  the  later  act. 

The  whole  matter  is  aptly  summed  up  in  the  following  message 
from  Gov.  Edmund  G.  Brown  of  California  to  Senator  Engle  which 
appears  in  the  Congressional  Record  for  May  7,  1959  (p.  6890): 

Sacramento,  Calif.,  May  7,  1959. 

Senator  Clair  Engle, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Having  seen  many  statements  in  the  press  regarding  the  application 
of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  to  the  San  Luis  project,  i  wish  to 
reiterate  what  I  have  said  in  the  past  regarding  this  matter.  Upon 
the  basis  of  my  own  legal  analysis  and  that  of  all  my  legal  advisors  I 
am  convinced  that  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  do  and  will  apply  to 
all  Federal  facilities  and  service  areas  of  the  San  Luis  project.  In 
addition,  with  or  without  the  language  contained  in  section  6(a)  under 
S.  44,  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  do  not  and,  in  my  view,  should  not 
apply  to  the  State  facilities  and  State  service  areas  of  the  project.  I 
am,  and  I  believe  that  the  California  Legislature  also  is,  opposed  to 
any  unjust  enrichment  or  monopolization  of  benefits  by  owners  of 
large  landholdings  as  a  result  of  either  Federal  or  State  operation. 

However,  I  feel  that  the  handling  of  this  matter,  insofar  as  State 
activities  are  concerned  in  relation  to  this  project  or  other  State  con¬ 
struction,  should  come  as  a  result  of  State  legislation.  I  intend,  at  an 
appropriate  time  and  before  contracts  are  executed,  to  take  this 
matter  up  with  the  California  Legislature  in  order  to  preclude  the 
undesirable  results  which  I  have  described,  but  I  firmly  believe  that 
this  matter  should  not  delay  either  Federal  or  State  authorization  or 
construction. 

Edmund  G.  Brown,  Governor. 

The  worst  that  can  be  said  about  section  7,  then,  is  that  it  is  sur¬ 
plusage.  Its  deletion  from  the  bill  would  have  no  substantive  effect 
on  the  law  applicable  to  the  San  Luis  undertaking.  Only  an  amend¬ 
ment  affirmatively  requiring  adlierance  to  the  Federal  acreage  limita¬ 
tions  notwithstanding  the  State’s  full  payment  of  its  share  of  the 
construction  cost  of  the  project  would  accomplish  that  which  those 
who  seek  to  delete  section  7  mistakenly  believe  would  be  the  effect 
of  doing  so. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  the  inclusions  of  surplusage  is 
usually  undesirable  in  a  bill,  but  it  also  recognizes  that  the  author  of 
a  bill,  particularly  when  he  is  dealing  with  a  subject  that  has  involved 
bringing  together  as  many  diverse  interests  and  points  of  view  in  his 
State  and  district  as  the  San  Luis  project  involves,  should  be  given 
considerable  latitude  in  the  way  he  expresses  the  position  that  is 
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arrived  at,  more  latitude  than  the  committee  might  give  itself  if  it 
were  to  start  drafting  a  bill  ah  initio. 

The  committee  concludes  that  section  7  of  the  bill  in  nowise  changes 
established  principles  of  reclamation  law.  It  can  well  understand 
the  possibility,  however,  that  there  might  he  difficulties  in  securing 
both  statewide  agreement  and.  financing  for  the  State  project  if  there 
were  doubt  in  anyone’s  mind  concerning  the  relationship  and  the 
applicable  laws  under  which  each  project  would  be  constructed  and 
operated.  The  committee  therefore  concludes  that  inclusion  of 
section  7  in  the  bill  will  contribute  to  clarity  and  advance  construction 
of  the  projects.  The  inclusion  of  this  section,  to  put  the  matter 
otherwise,  it  is  not  to  be  interpreted  as  indicative  of  a  belief  on  the 
committee’s  part  that  without  it  the  excess  land  provisions  of  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  would  be  applicable  to  the  State-served 
lands. 

It  was  in  the  light  of  such  considerations  as  those  that  have  just 
been  set  forth  that  the  committee  rejected,  by  rollcall  votes,  amend¬ 
ments  which  would,  in  one  case,  have  deleted  section  7  from  the  bill 
and,  in  the  other,  replaced  it  with  language  requiring  the  State  to 
agree  not  to  serve  lands  which  would  be  ineligible  to  receive  water  if 
they  were  being  served  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

CONGRESS  TO  HAVE  ANOTHER  OPPORTUNITY  TO  REVIEW  PROJECT 

Since  the  proposal  for  joint  Federal-State  development  at  the  San 
Luis  site  presents  a  novel  situation  and  involves  novel  problems,  the 
committee  felt  that  it  would  be  desirable  to  review  any  final  agreement 
between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  State  before  appropriations 
are  made  or,  if  no  agreement  is  reached,  to  be  advised  as  to  why  there 
was  no  agreement.  This  is  accomplished  by  two  provisions  in  section 
2  of  the  bill.  The  first  requires  that  any  agreement  shall  recite  that 
the  liability  of  the  United  States  thereunder  is  contingent  upon  the 
availability  of  appropriations  and  that  no  funds  shall  be  appropriated 
to  commence  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  under  such  agreement 
prior  to  90  days  after  it  has  been  submitted  to  the  Congress  and  then 
only  if  neither  the  House  nor  the  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee  disapproves  it.  The  second  provision  requires  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  the  event  of  failure  to  reach  agreement, 
report  such  failure  to  the  Congress  and  not  commence  construction  of 
the  San  Luis  unit  as  an  all-Federal  project  for  a  period  of  90  days. 

Under  this  language  Congress  would  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
review  the  final  provisions  of  any  agreement  for  joint  Federal-State 
development  and  use.  For  instance,  this  would  permit  the  Congress 
to  know  what  arrangements  are  to  be  made  with  respect  to  meeting 
the  drainage  problems,  to  know  the  amount  of  saving  to  the  Federal 
Government  as  a  result  of  sharing  the  cost  of  the  joint-use  facilities, 
to  be  advised  as  to  the  plan  of  operating  the  joint-use  facilities,  and 
so  forth.  The  Congress  and  the  committees  would  be  assured  that 
there  is  no  misinterpretation  of  the  language  in  the  act  and  that  all 
the  requirements  are  met.  In  the  event  no  agreement  is  reached 
Congress  would  have  an  opportunity  to  review  the  negotiations 
between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  State  prior  to  the  time 
construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  was  started  as  an  all-Federal  project. 


SAN  LUIS  PROJECT,  CALIFORNIA 


17 


ELECTRIC  TRANSMISSION  SERVICE  FOR  SAN  LUIS  UNIT 

The  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  has  offered  to  furnish  offpeak 
energy  from  its  system  for  San  Luis  project  pumping  and,  in  exchange, 
take  an  equal  amount  of  Central  Valley  project  energy  when  it 
becomes  available.  It  appears,  prima  facie,  that  such  an  exchange 
would  benefit  both  the  Federal  Government  and  the  company,  and 
the  plan  of  development  presented  to  the  committee  includes  the 
necessary  works  to  accommodate  the  use  of  offpeak  energy.  It  is 
probable,  therefore,  that  the  company’s  offer  for  exchange  of  energy 
will  be  accepted. 

The  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  also  offered  to  make  its  facilities 
available  for  transmission  of  power  from  the  Tracy  load  center  to  all 
San  Luis  project  pumps.  To  implement  this  offer,  the  company 
proposed  the  following  amendment: 

After  the  listing  of  the  features  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  in 
section  1  of  the  bill,  add  the  following:  “except  those  facil¬ 
ities  for  electric  transmission  or  distribution  service  which 
can  be  obtained  at  less  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  from 
local  public  or  private  agencies.” 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  advised  the  committee  that  it  had 
no  objection  to  the  proposed  amendment  if  the  words  “the  Secretary 
determines”  were  added  between  the  words  “which”  and  “can”. 

This  proposed  amendment  is  somewhat  similar  to  language  which 
has  been  included  in  annual  appropriation  acts  for  many  years.  In 
the  committee’s  view,  the  Secretary  not  only  already  has  authority  to 
contract  for  wheeling  service  in  lieu  of  constructing  electric  trans¬ 
mission  lines  but  would  necessarily  consider  this  alternative  as  a  matter 
of  good  administration.  Nevertheless,  while  there  was  some  objec¬ 
tion  to  this  language,  the  majority  favored  its  inclusion  as  a  matter  of 
principle  provided  the  meaning  was  clarified.  The  language  proposed 
by  the  company,  following  as  it  did  the  listing  of  project  features  to 
be  authorized,  would  have  permitted  the  Secretary,  by  his  determina¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  cost  of  service,  to  delete  the  transmission  facil¬ 
ities  from  the  authorized  features.  It  would  seem  more  appropriate 
if  the  Secretary’s  determination  related  to  whether  or  not  the  trans¬ 
mission  facilities  should  be  constructed  rather  than  whether  or  not 
they  are  authorized.  Conditions  might  change  sometime  in  the  future 
to  make  it  desirable  to  construct  the  transmission  lines. 

On  another  point,  members  of  the  committee  expressed  some  con¬ 
cern  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  “at  less  cost.”  For  instance, 
there  was  no  time  element  stated,  It  seemed  to  the  committee  that 
a  comparison  of  the  annual  cost  of  constructing  the  transmission 
facilities  with  the  annual  cost  of  wheeling  service  could  be  fairly  made 
only  on  a  long-term  basis  and  that  therefore,  in  order  to  make  a 
determination,  the  Secretary  would  have  to  have  a  long-term  commit¬ 
ment  on  wheeling  service.  The  consideration  of  these  two  matters 
resulted  in  the  committee’s  adoption  of  language  reading  as  follows: 

but  no  facilities  shall  be  constructed  for  electric  transmission 
or  distribution  service  which  the  Secretary  determines,  on 
the  basis  of  an  offer  of  a  firm  50-year  contract  from  a  local 
public  or  private  agency,  can  through  such  contract  be  ob¬ 
tained  at  less  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  than  by  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  Government  facilities. 
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CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT  SERVICE  TO  AREAS  IN  SANTA  CLARA,  SAN 
BENITO,  SANTA  CRUZ,  AND  MONTEREY  COUNTIES 

Section  5  of  H.R.  7155  requires  that  the  San  Luis  project  works  be* 
planned  so  as  to  make  it  possible  to  later  furnish  water  through  such 
works  to  areas  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey 
Counties.  The  committee  understands  that  this  would  not  require 
any  additional  capacity  in  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  or  any  other  modi¬ 
fications  of  consequence.  Construction  of  the  works  required  to 
provide  the  additional  service  could  not  be  undertaken  until  a  feasi¬ 
bility  report  has  been  completed  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  works  have  been  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

The  committee  inserted  this  section  in  the  bill  in  recognition  of 
previous  congressional  directives  relating  to  Central  Valley  project 
service  to  this  area.  The  American  River  Development  Act  of  Octobei 
14,  1949,  contains  this  language: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  through  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  is  hereby  further  authorized  and  directed  to 
conduct  the  necessary  investigations,  surveys,  and  studies 
for  the  purpose  of  developing  plans  for  disposing  of  the 
water  and  electric  power  which  would  be  made  available 
by  the  project,  *  *  *  and  render  reports  thereon  which 
would  set  forth  the  works  required  for  such  disposition,  to¬ 
gether  with  findings  as  to  their  engineering  and  financial 
feasibility,  including  *  *  *  a  conduit  or  conduits  with 
necessary  pumping  plants  and  supplemental  works  extending 
from  the  most  feasible  diversion  point  on  the  Central  Valley 
project,  California,  to  serve  lands  and  municipalities  in 
Contra  Costa,  Alameda,  Santa  Clara,  San  Joaquin,  and 
San  Benito  Counties. 

The  matter  was  again  considered  in  the  85th  Congress  and  the  >u  i 
of  August  27,  1958  provides: 

That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  conduct  the  necessary  studies  and  render  a  re¬ 
port  to  the  Congress  on  the  feasibility  of  a  plan  to  provide 
Central  Valley  project  service,  by  way  of  the  Pacheco  tunnel 
route,  to  lands  and  municipalities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito, 
Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey  Counties. 

The  Pacheco  tunnel  route  involves  the  use  of  San  Luis  project  works. 

As  adopted  by  the  committee,  the  language  in  section  5  is  somewhat 
different  from  the  original  language  in  H.R.  302  (Gubser).  The 
language  in  H.R.  302  would  have  authorized  the  works  to  provide 
service  to  these  counties  with  construction  conditioned  upon  the  ap¬ 
proval  by  the  Secretary  and  the  Congress  of  a  feasibility  report. 
Several  members  of  the  committee  objected,  as  a  matter  of  principle, 
to  authorizing  a  project  before  receiving  the  feasibility  report  and 
the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Department  even  though 
construction  was  made  contingent  upon  later  approval  of  the  rep  rt 
by  the  Congress,  and  the  subcommittee  rejected  the  H.R.  302  pro¬ 
vision.  The  matter  was  again  considered  in  full  committee  and  the 
language  of  the  present  section  5  was  adopted  in  lieu. 
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SUMMARY  OF  COMMITTEE’S  FINDINGS  AND  COMMITTEE’S 
RECOMMENDATIONS 


On  the  basis  of  its  extensive  consideration  and  examination  of  the 
San  Luis  project  over  the  past  several  years,  the  committee  finds  that 
the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  is  physically  and  economically  feasible  and 
a  desirable  and  logical  addition  to  the  Federal  Central  Valley  project. 

The  committee  finds  that  water  service  to  this  area  is  urgently 
needed  to  prevent  most  of  the  area  from  returning  to  desert,  and  the 
committee  believes  that  the  San  Luis  unit  should  be  authorized  and 
construction  undertaken  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

The  legislation  here  reported  provides  a  sound  basis  for  joint 
Federal-State  development  and  use  of  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  site 
and  for  an  agreement  between  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the 
State  with  respect  to  such  development.  At  the  same  time  the  legisla¬ 
tion  provides  the  means  whereby  the  project  can  be  constructed  as  an 
all-Federal  development  in  the  event  an  agreement  between  the  De¬ 
partment  and  the  State  is  not  reached. 

The  committee  is  pleased  that  all  interested  groups  in  California 
have  reached  agreement  on  the  need  for  proceeding  immediately  with 
the  San  Luis  project  and  on  the  legislation  to  provide  for  join tFed  eral- 
State  development  and  use  of  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  site,  and  the 
committee  believes  that  the  legislation  as  here  reported  has  not  been 
changed  in  any  way  which  would  upset  this  unanimous  agreement 
among  State  interests. 

With  respect  to  the  Federal  San  Luis  service  area,  the  committee 
believes  that  the  Federal  reclamation  laws,  including  the  land  limita¬ 
tion  provisions  thereof,  should  apply  and  concludes  that  this  is  made 
absolutely  clear  in  the  legislation  here  reported. 

In  the  view  of  a  majority  of  the  committee,  there  is  no  justifica¬ 
tion  for  providing  in  the  legislation  limitations  to  State-served  areas 
with  respect  to  ownership  of  land  and  such  limitations  are  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  the  State.  The  committee  is  confident  that  the  State  of 
California  will  enact  legislation  expressing  the  public  policy  of  the 
State  and  representing  the  will  of  the  majority  of  the  people  of  the 
State. 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  recommends  enact¬ 
ment  of  H.R.  7155,  the  language  of  which  includes  all  the  amendments 
which  the  committee  adopted. 


DEPARTMENT  REPORTS 

Reports  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  on  San  Luis  legislation 
follow : 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  16,  1959. 

Hon.  Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

House  of  Representatives , 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Aspinall:  This  responds  to  your  requests  for  the  views 
of  this  Department  on  H.R.  301  and  H.R.  302,  both  of  which  are  bills 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San  Luis 
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unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  State  of  California  with  respect  to  the  construction 
and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  H.R.  812, 
a  bill  to  provide  for  Federal  cooperation  with  the  State  of  California 
in  the  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Feather  River  project, 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  negotiate  an  agreement 
therefor,  and  for  other  purposes. 

We  recommend  that  H.R.  301  be  enacted. 

If  it  is  enacted,  H.R.  301  will  permit  the  carrying  out  of  the  pro¬ 
posals  made  in  this  Department’s  project  planning  report  on  the  San 
Luis  unit,  Central  Valley  project,  dated  August  1,  1956.  After 
clearance  through  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  copies  of  this  report 
were  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  December  17,  1956.  The  general 
plan  of  Federal  development  of  the  unit  was  described  in  our  report  to 
your  committee  dated  June  28,  1957,  on  H.R.  2452,  H.R.  6035,  and 
H.R.  7295,  85tli  Congress,  and  need  not  be  repeated  in  this  report. 
We  also  submitted  reports  to  your  committee  on  May  28,  1958,  with 
respect  to  H.R.  9969,  and  on  July  30,  1958,  with  respect  to  H.R. 
12899,  other  proposals  introduced  in  the  85th  Congress  relating  to  the 
authorization  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  Central  Valley  project. 

H.R.  301  would  provide,  also,  that  certain  of  the  main  supply  works 
could  be  constructed  in  a  manner  and  to  capacities  to  permit  their 
joint  use  by  the  United  States  and  the  State  of  California.  It  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  respect  to  the  construction,  operation,  and  financing  of  these 
joint-use  facilities.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  bill,  an  equitable 
division  of  the  costs  of  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
such  facilities  would  be  arrived  at  by  negotiation.  While  rights  to 
the  use  of  capacities  in  the  joint-use  features  would  be  similarly  the 
subject  of  negotiation  and  agreement,  subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of 
the  bill  would  require  that  the  United  States  be  unrestricted  in  its 
right  to  the  use  of  sufficient  capacities  to  serve  the  Federal  San  Luis 
unit. 

In  addition  to  favoring  the  enactment  of  legislation  authorizing  the 
construction  by  the  Federal  Government  of  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the 
Central  Valley  project,  we  support  the  concept  embraced  in  H.R.  301 
that  the  main  supply  features  may  be  constructed,  pursuant  to  suitable 
agreement,  also  to  serve  proposed  water  developments  by  the  State  of 
California.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  bill  would  furnish  adequate 
authority  to  accomplish  both  of  these  objectives.  It  would  provide  a 
legislative  framework  within  which  the  United  States  and  the  State 
could  work  out  appropriate,  mutually  acceptable  arrangements  for  the 
operation  of  the  joint-use  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  so  that  the  State’s 
water  development  requirements  could  be  served  without  adversely 
affecting  the  operation  of  the  Federal  project  and  without  any  impair¬ 
ment  of  the  Federal  investment.  The  provisions  of  the  bill  properly 
recognize,  we  believe,  that  such  matters  as  the  sharing  of  costs  and  of 
capacities  of  the  joint-use  works  cannot  be  determined  by  any  fixed 
statutory  formulas  but  must  be  worked  out  by  the  contracting  parties 
upon  taking  into  account  all  relevant  factors.  The  terms  of  H.R.  301 
with  respect  to  the  contents  of  the  agreement  between  the  United 
States  and  the  State  of  California  are  preferable  to  those  of  H.R.  812 
which,  in  addition,  has  the  disadvantage  of  providing  no  authority  for 
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construction  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  as  such  under  any  set  of 
circumstances. 

In  order  to  clarify  certain  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  dealing  with 
the  sharing  of  costs,  we  suggest  the  following  amendments  for  the 
committee’s  consideration: 

1.  In  place  of  the  sentence  appearing  in  lines  12  through  18  on  page 
2,  substitute  the  following: 

“Upon  agreement  by  the  State  or  some  other  public  agency  to 
equitably  share  the  cost  as  later  provided  in  this  Act,  those  joint-use 
facilities  may  be  constructed  initially  either  to  permit  future  expansion 
or  to  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both  the  San  Luis  unit  service  area 
and  the  State’s  service  area.” 

2.  In  line  24  on  page  4,  after  the  word  “State”  insert  the  words 
“shall  agree  to  equitably  share  the  total  cost  of  constructing  the 
joint-use  facilities  and  as  a  part  of  its  share”. 

3.  In  lines  3  and  23  on  page  6  substitute  the  word  “equitable”  for 
the  word  “appropriate”. 

The  sentence  beginning  at  line  12  on  page  2  indicates  that  the  costs 
of  the  joint-use  facilities  should  be  apportioned  between  the  United 
States  and  the  State  on  an  equitable  basis.  The  amendments  sug¬ 
gested  above  are  designed,  first,  to  rephrase  the  language  of  that 
sentence  to  make  it  clearer  without  changing  its  meaning  in  this 
respect  and,  second,  to  make  the  other  provisions  consistent  with 
that  sentence. 

In  addition,  we  suggest  the  following  minor  amendments: 

(1)  On  page  2,  in  line  6,  after  the  words  “pumping  plants”  delete 
the  word  “and”  and  insert  a  comma; 

(2)  On  page  8,  in  line  22,  after  the  comma  insert  the  words  “as 
amended,”. 

The  above  comments  with  respect  to  H.R.  301  are  equally  appli¬ 
cable  to  H.R.  302.  The  latter  bill  is  substantially  identical  to  H.R. 
301  but  also  includes  a  provision  relating  to  the  construction  of  works 
as  a  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  to  serve  lands  and  munici¬ 
palities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey 
Counties.  In  connection  with  this  provision,  we  should  like  to  note 
the  recent  action  of  the  Congress  in  passing  the  act  of  August  27, 
1958  (72  Stat.  937)  which  authorized  this  Department  to  make  an 
investigation  of  the  feasibility  of  the  proposed  work  and  to  report 
thereon  to  the  Congress. 

The  data  called  for  by  Public  Law  801,  84th  Congress,  are  attached 
for  your  information. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection 
to  the  submission  of  this  report  to  your  committee.  However,  that 
Bureau  has  requested  that  your  committee  be  advised  that  it  would 
recommend  that  the  provisions  of  H.R.  301  and  H.R.  302  be  modified 
to  provide  for  treating  the  cost  of  minimum  basic  recreational  facilities 
as  part  of  the  overall  Federal  cost  to  be  allocated  to  the  major  purposes 
of  the  project  subject  to  the  cost-sharing  or  reimbursement  require¬ 
ments  applicable  to  such  purposes. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Fred  G.  Aandahl, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
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Subject  Matter:  Bill  To  Authorize  Construction  of  the  San 
Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley  Project 


Estimated  additional  man-years  of  civilian  employment  and  expenditures  for  the  1  st 
5  years  of  proposed  new  or  expanded  programs 


1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

Estimated  additional  man-years  of  civilian 
employment: 

Executive  direction: 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Total,  executive  direction . 

Administrative  services  and  support: 

2 

2 

2 

3 

7 

6 

4 

3 
7 
6 

4 

Total,  administrative  services 

20 

20 

Substantive  (program): 

10 

15 

5 

30 

59 

5 

30 

59 

5 

30 

94 

94 

Total,  estimated  additional  man- 
years  of  civilian  employment.. 

32 

116 

116 

Estimated  additional  expenditures: 

200,000 
2, 450, 000 

700, 000 
9, 000, 000 

700, 000 
32, 000, 000 

Total,  estimated  additional  expendi- 

2, 650, 000 

9, 700, 000 

32,  700, 000 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  April  16,  1959. 

Hon.  Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Aspinall:  This  responds  to  the  request  made  of  depart-^ 
mental  witnesses  during  the  recent  hearings  on  the  San  Luis  unit,\ 
Central  Valley  project,  authorization  bills  for  the  views  of  this  Depart¬ 
ment  on  H.R.  5681,  H.R.  5682,  H.R.  5684,  and  H.R.  5687,  identical 
bills  relating  to  the  authorization  of  the  San  Luis  unit. 

This  Department  would  not  object  to  the  enactment  of  any  one  of 
the  bills,  provided  it  is  amended  to  conform  with  the  views  expressed 
herein. 

In  a  report  to  your  committee  dated  March  16,  1959,  we  recom¬ 
mended  the  enactment  of  H.R.  301.  The  bills  designated  above  are 
the  same  as  H.R.  301  except  in  the  following  respects: 

(1)  They  would  require  that  the  joint-use  facilities  must  be  con¬ 
structed  either  in  a  manner  to  permit  future  expansion  to  accommodate 
both  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  and  the  State’s  water  plan  or  to  the 
enlarged  capacities  initially.  This  requirement  is  without  regard  to 
the  consummation  of  an  agreement  between  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  State  of  California  for  the  sharing  of  costs  of  con¬ 
struction,  operation  and  maintenance,  and  for  the  coordinated  opera- 
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tion  of  the  joint-use  facilities.  Under  the  provisions  of  H.R.  301,  in 
the  absence  of  such  an  agreement,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would 
be  permitted  to  undertake  the  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  with¬ 
out  making  provision  in  the  main  supply  works  for  future  enlargement. 

(2)  Under  the  provisions  of  the  recently  introduced  bills,  the  time 
during  which  the  Secretary  and  the  State  would  be  required  to  nego¬ 
tiate  an  agreement  as  a  condition  precedent  to  construction  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  would  extend  to  January  1,  1962.  Under  the  provisions 
of  H.R.  301,  this  period  would  run  to  July  1,  1960. 

(3)  The  subject  bills  incorporate  a  new  section  designated  section  6, 
which  provides  specifically  that  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  would 
not  be  applicable  to  water  service  by  the  State.  H.R.  301  does  not 
contain  such  a  provision. 

The  provision  of  the  bills  requiring  that  the  joint-use  facilities  be 
constructed  initially  to  capacities  to  accommodate  both  the  Federal 
San  Luis  unit  and  the  proposed  State  water  plan  or  that  they  be 
constructed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  permit  necessary  future  expansion 
is  intended  to  assure  that  the  State  will  not  be  precluded  from  sharing 
in  the  use  of  the  main  supply  features  of  the  San  Luis  unit  by  reason 
of  initial  construction  to  serve  only  the  Federal  unit.  In  view  of  the 
efforts  and  progress  being  made  by  State  authorities  in  attempting  to 
meet  locally  their  water  needs,  we  are  sympathetic  to  the  objective  of 
the  local  groups  which  favor  the  provision.  Our  estimate  of  the  cost 
of  the  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  includes  provision  for  some  future 
expansion  so  that,  in  the  event  the  State  water  plan  does  not  ma¬ 
terialize,  the  facilities  might  at  some  future  date  be  used  to  serve 
additional  Federal  irrigation  developments.  Accordingly,  we  would 
be  agreeable  to  the  provisions  of  the  bills  insofar  as  they  relate  to  the 
construction  of  the  dam  and  reservoir. 

However,  the  construction  of  the  main  canal  would  present  some 
serious  problems,  both  from  the  standpoint  of  engineering  design  and 
costs.  Accordingly,  in  the  event  the  committee  should  act  favorably 
upon  any  one  of  the  subject  bills,  we  recommend  that  it  be  amended 
in  such  manner  as  to  require  either  initial  construction  to  the  en¬ 
larged  capacity  or  provision  in  initial  construction  to  permit  future 
enlargement  with  respect  to  the  dam  and  reservoir  only,  and  that  such 
construction  be  permitted  with  respect  to  the  other  joint-use  facilities. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  we  are  rapidly  approaching  the  middle  of 
calendar  year  1959,  it  would  seem  reasonable  to  extend  the  cutoff  date 
after  which  construction  of  the  Federal  unit  could  be  undertaken 
without  an  agreement  from  July  1,  1960,  to  January  1,  1962. 

This  Department  has  never  contended  that  the  proposed  delivery 
of  water  by  the  State  to  its  service  areas  from  and  through  the  joint- 
use  works  would  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  laws,  on  the  assumption,  of  course,  that  the  State’s  share  of  the 
costs  of  construction  would  be  met  concurrently  with  the  construction 
period.  Therefore,  we  would  not  object  to  the  new  section  6  of  the 
bill,  but  suggest  that  it  be  clarified  in  this  respect  by  adding,  after 
the  figure  “1956”  at  the  end  of  section  6,  the  following:  ”,  Provided, 
That  the  State’s  share  of  the  construction  costs  of  the  facilities  for 
joint  use  shall  have  been  paid  prior  to  completion  of  construction  of 
such  facilities”. 
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In  the  event  the  committee  should  act  favorably  upon  any  one  of 
the  subject  bills,  we  recommend  the  adoption  of  amendments  to  make 
clear  in  the  bill  that  under  any  circumstances  of  construction  of  works 
for  joint  use,  either  initially  or  at  a  later  date  through  enlargement, 
the  State  and  the  United  States  shall  share  the  total  costs  of  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  joint-use  works  on  an 
equitable  basis.  We  do  not  consider  that  the  contribution  by  the 
State  of  sufficient  funds  to  pay  the  additional  costs  of  designing  and 
constructing  the  joint-use  facilities  so  as  to  permit  future  enlargement 
will  necessarily  meet  this  requirement. 

In  addition  to  the  provisions  discussed  above,  the  subject  bills 
contain  language  in  the  last  sentence  of  sectiou  1  relating  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  drainage  facilities  which  differs  from  the  language  of  the 
corresponding  provision  of  H.R.  301.  However,  the  change  in 
language  would  result  in  no  substantive  effect  upon  project  construc¬ 
tion  or  programing. 

Since  we  are  informed  that  there  is  a  particular  urgency  for  the 
submission  of  the  views  of  the  Department,  this  report  has  not  been  £ 
cleared  through  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and,  therefore,  no  commit-  * 
ment  can  be  made  concerning  the  relationship  of  the  views  expressed 
herein  to  the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Fred  G.  Aandahl, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


SEPARATE  VIEWS 


The  undersigned  members  of  the  committee  do  not  concur  in  the 
inclusion  of  section  7inH.R.  7155.  We  strongly  oppose  this  section 
and  are  convinced  that  it  marks  a  serious  departure  from  fundamental 
reclamation  law  as  written  by  Congress  over  a  period  of  57  years. 
Without  the  inclusion  of  section  7  we  support  H.R.  7155  and  recom¬ 
mend  its  enactment.  It  is  noteworthy  that  earlier  bills  introduced 
in  this  Congress  authorizing  the  San  Luis  project  did  not  contain 
any  section  comparable  to  section  7.  The  bill  is  complete  without  it. 

This  matter  is  important  from  a  public  viewpoint  because  there 
exist  in  this  area  predominantly  large  landholdings  consisting  of 
thousands  of  acres  of  rich  fertile  soil.  We  cannot  ignore  the  public 
interest  in  the  handling  of  any  Federal  reclamation  project  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  real  possibility  of  enhancement  of  huge  private  interests 
through  interest-free  Federal  investment.  The  intent  of  the  basic 
Reclamation  Act  was  to  use  such  Federal  investment  so  that  no 
right  to  the  use  of  water  for  land  in  private  ownership  exceeded  160 
acres  to  any  one  landowner. 

H.R.  7155  authorizes  a  Federal  reclamation  project  upon  which  the 
State  is  given  authority  to  superimpose  a  State  project  addition.  The 
arrangement  will  be  worked  out  by  contract.  These  are  new  and 
untried  areas  for  reclamation.  Under  these  circumstances  it  is  im¬ 
perative  that  we  protect  Federal  interests  and  the  basic  concept  of 
Federal  reclamation  law.  By  deleting  section  7,  we  feel  that  this  will 
be  accomplished. 

If  the  purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to  amend  the  reclamation  law  to 
eliminate  the  160-acre  limitation,  it  should  be  done  in  a  clean  bill 
which  will  do  just  that.  But  the  undersigned  cannot  agree  that  such 
an  amendment  should  be  accomplished  under  a  single  project  author¬ 
ization  in  this  manner. 

We  believe  it  would  be  most  unwise  to  make  such  a  basic  change  in 
reclamation  law  as  is  involved  in  section  7,  and  we  recommend  its 
deletion. 

May  18,  1959. 

Gracie  Pfost. 

Al  Ullman. 

LeRoy  Anderson. 

Quentin  Burdick. 

Wm.  J.  Randall. 

Ralph  S.  Rivers. 
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[Report  No.  399] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  14, 1959 

Mr.  Sisk  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 

May  27, 1959 

Reported  with  an  amendment,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San 
Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  ■  with  the  State  of  California  with  respect 
to  the  construction  and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other 

vo  .  o  ®  *  '  Os 

> 

purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa - 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

B 

3  That  for  the  principal  purpose  of  furnishing  water  for  the 

4  irrigation  of  approximately  five  hundred  thousand  acres  of 

t  6  *  r 

5  land  in  Merced,  Fresno,  and  Kings  Counties,  California, 

6  hereinafter  referred -to  as  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service 

7  area,  and  as  incidents  thereto  of  furnishing  water  for  mu- 

*  •  \ 

8  nicipal  and  domestic  use  and  providing  recreation  and  fish 

I 
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1  and  wildlife  benefits,  the  Secretary  of -the  Interior  (herein- 

2  after  referred  to  as  the  Secretary)  is  authorized  to  con- 

3  struct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  San  Luis  unit  as  an  <inte- 

4  gral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project.  The  principal  en- 

5  gineering  features  of  said  unit  shall  beia  dam  and  reservoir 

6  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  a  forehay  and  afterbay,  the  San 

7  Luis  Canal,  the  Pleasant  Valley  Canal,  and  necessary 

8  pumping  plants,  distribution  systems,  drains,  channels, 

9  levees,  flood  works,  and  related  facilities,  but  no  facilities 

10  shall  be  constructed  for  electric  transmission  or  distribution 

11  service  which  the  Secretary  determines,  on  the  basis  of  an 

12  offer  of  a  firm  fifty-year  contract  from  a  local  public  or 

13  private  agency,  can  through  such  contract  be  obtained  at 

14  less  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  than  by  construction 

15  and  operation  of  government  facilities.  The  works  (herein- 

16  after  referred  to  as  joint-use  facilities)  for  joint  use  with 

17  the  State  of  California  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  State) 

18  shall  be  the  dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site, 

19  forebay  and  afterbay,  pumping  plants,  and  the  San  Luis 

20  Canal.  The  joint-use  facilities  consisting  of  the  dam  and 

21  reservoir  shall  be  constructed,  and  other  joint-use  facilities 

22  may  be  constructed,  so  as  to  permit  future  expansion ;  or  the 

23  joint-use  facilities  shall  be  constructed  initially  to  the  capa- 

24  cities  necessary  to  serve  both  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit 

25  service  area  and  the  State’s  service  area,  as  hereinafter  pro- 
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vided.  In  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  San 
Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  shall  be  governed  by  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902  (32  Stat.  388), 
and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  thereto) . 
Construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  shall  not  be  commenced 
until  the  Secretary  has  (1)  secured,  or  has  satisfactory 
assurance  of  his  ability  to  secure,  all  rights  to  the  use  of 
water  which  are  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the 
unit  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  this  Act,  and  (2)  re¬ 
ceived  satisfactory  assurance  from  the  State  of  California 
that  it  will  make  provision  for  a  master  drainage  outlet  and 
disposal  channel  for  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  as  generally 
outlined  in  the  California  water  plan,  Bulletin  Numbered  3, 
of  the  California  Department  of  Water  Resources,  which 
will  adequately  serve,  by  connection  therewith,  the  drain¬ 
age  system  for  the  San  Luis  unit  or  has  made  provision  for 
constructing  the  San  Luis  interceptor  drain  to  the  delta  de¬ 
signed  to  meet  the  drainage  requirements  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  as  generally  outlined  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley  Proj¬ 
ect/’  dated  December  17,  1956.  k 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States,  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  an  agreement  with 
the  State  of  California  providing  for  coordinated  operation 
of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  the  joint-use  facilities,  in 
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1  order  that  the  State  may,  without  cost  to  the  United  States, 

2  deliver  water  in  service  areas  outside  the  Federal  San  Luis 

3  unit  service  area  as  described  in  the  report  of  the  Department 

4  of  the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley 

5  Project”,  dated  December  17,  1956.  Said  agreement  shall 

6  recite  that  the  liability  of  the  United  States  thereunder  is  con- 

7  tingent  upon  the  availability  of  appropriations  to  carry  out  its 

8  obligations  under  the  same.  No  funds  shall  be  appropriated 

9  to  commence  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  under  any  such 

10  agreement,  except  for  the  preparation  of  designs  and  speci- 

11  fications  and  other  preliminary  work,  prior  to  ninety  calen- 

12  dar  days  (which  ninety  days,  however,  shall  not  include  days 

13  on  which  either  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate 

14  is  not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than 

15  three  calendar  days  to  a  day  certain)  after  it  has  been  sub- 

16  knitted  to  the  Congress,  and  then  only  if  neither  the  House 

% 

17  nor  the  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  has 

18  disapproved  it  by  committee  resolution  within,  said  ninety 

19  days.  If  such  an  agreement  has  not  been  executed  by 
-'20  January  1,  1962,  and  if,  after  consultation  with  the  Governor 

21  of  the  State,  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  prospects  of 

22  reaching  accord  on  the  terms  thereof  are  not  reasonably 

23  firm,  he  may  proceed  to  construct  and  operate  the  San  Luis 

24  unit  in  accordance  with  section  1  of  this  Act :  Provided, 

25  That,  if  the  Secretary  so  <  determines,  he  shall  report  thereon 
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to  the  Congress  and  shall  not  commence  construction  for 
ninety  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  his  report  .(which 
ninety  days,  however,  shall  not  include  days  on  which  either 
the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  is  not  in  session 
because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days) .  In 
considering  the  prospects  of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms 
of  the  agreement  the  Secretary  shall  give  substantial  weight 
to  any  relevant  affirmative  action  theretofore  taken  by  the 
State,  including  the  enactment  of  State  legislation  author¬ 
izing  the  State  to  acquire  and  convey  to  the  United  States 
title  to  lands  to  be  used  for  the  San  Luis  unit  or  assistance 
given  by  it  in  financing  Federal  design  and  construction 
of  the  unit.  The  authority  conferred  upon  the  Secretary 
by  the  first  sentence  of  this  section  shall  not,  except  as  is 
otherwise  provided  in  this  section,  be  construed  as  a  limi¬ 
tation  upon  the  exercise  by  him  of  the  authority  conferred 
in  section  1  of  this  Act,  hut  if  the  State  shall  agree  that, 
if  it  later  enlarges  the  joint-use  facilities,  or  any  of  them, 
it  will  pay  an  equitable  share  of  the  cost  to  the  United 
States  of  those  facilities  as  initially  constructed  before  utiliz¬ 
ing  them  for  the  storage  or  delivery  of  water  and  will  bear 
the  entire  cost  of  enlarging  the  same  and  if,  as  a  part  of 
said  equitable  share,  it  makes  available  to  the  Secretary 
sufficient  funds  to  pay  the  additional  cost  of  designing  and 
constructing  the  joint-use  facilities  so  as  to  permit  enlarge- 
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1  ment,  it  shall  have  an  irrevocable  right  to  enlarge  or  modify 

2  such  facilities  at  any  time  in  the  future,  and  a  perpetual 

3  right  to  the  use  of  such  additional  capacity :  Provided,  That 

4  the  performance  of  such  work  by  the  State,  after  approval 

5  ’of  its  plans  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  so  carried  on  as  not 

6  to  interfere  unduly  with  the  operation  of  the  project  for 

7  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of  this  Act  and  the 

8  use  of  the  additional  capacity  for  water  service  shall  be 

9  limited  to  service  outside  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit 

10  service  area:  And  provided  further,  That  this  right  may  he 

11  [relinquished  by  the  State  at  any  time  at  its  option. 

12  Sec.  3.  The  agreement  between  the  United  States  and 

13  the  State  referred  to  in  section  2  of  this  Act  shall  provide, 

14  among  other  things,  that — 

15  (a)  the  joint-use  facilities  to  be  constructed  by  the 

16  Secretary  shall  be  so  designed  and  constructed  to  such 

17  capacities  and  in  such  manner  as  to  permit  either  (i) 

18  immediate  integration  and  coordinated  operation  with 

19  the  State’s  water  projects  by  providing,  among  other 

20  things,  a  capacity  in  San  Luis  Reservoir  of  approxi- 

21  mately  two  million  one  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  and 

22  corresponding  capacities  in  the  other  joint-use  facilities 

23  or  (ii)  such  subsequent  enlargement  or  other  modifica- 

24  tion  as  may  be  required  for  integration  and  coordinated 

25  operation  therewith; 
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(b)  the  State  shall  make  available  to  the  Secretary 
during  the  construction  period  sufficient  funds  to  pay  an 
equitable  share  of  the  construction  costs  of  any  facilities 
designed  and  constructed  as  provided  in  paragraph  (a) 
above.  The  State  contribution  shall  be  made  in  annual 
installments,  each  of  which  bears  approximately  the  same 
ratio  to  total  expenditures  during  that  year  as  the  total 
of  the  State’s  share  bears  to  the  total  cost  of  the  facili- 
ies;  the  State  may  make  advances  to  the  United  States 
in  order  to  maintain  a  timely  construction  schedule  of  the 
joint-use  facilities  and  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  to 
be  used  by  the  State  and  the  United  States ; 

(c)  the  State  may  at  any  time  after  approval  of 
its  plans  by  the  Secretary  and  at  its  own  expense  enlarge 
or  modify  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  other  facili¬ 
ties  to  be  used  jointly  by  the  State  and  the  United  States, 
but  the  performance  of  such  work  shall  be  so  carried  on 
as  not  to  interfere  unduly  with  the  operation  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of 
this  Act; 

(d)  the  United  States  and  the  State  shall  each 
pay  annually  an  equitable  share  of  the  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  and  replacement  costs  of  the  joint-use  facilities; 

(e)  promptly  after  execution  of  this  agreement 
between  the  Secretary  and  the  State,  and  for  the  pur- 
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pose  of  said  agreement,  the  State  shall  convey  to  the 
United  States  title  to  any  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way  which  it  then  owns  and  which  are  required  for 
the  joint-use  facilities.  The  State  shall  he  given  credit 
for  the  costs  of  these  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  toward  its  share  of  the  construction  cost  of  the 
joint-use  facilities.  The  State  shall  likewise  he  given 
credit  for  any  funds  advanced  by  it  to  the  Secretary  for  - 
preparation  of  designs  and  specifications  or  for  any  other 
work  in  connection  with  the  joint-use  facilities; 

(f)  the  rights  to  the  use  of  capacities  of  the  joint- 
use  facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit  shall  he  allocated  to  the 
United  States  and  the  State,  respectively,  in  such  man¬ 
ner  as  may  he  mutually  agreed  upon.  The  United 
States  shall  not  he  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  right 

*.  so  allocated,  which  shall  he  sufficient  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  section  1  of  this  Act  and  which  shall  extend 
throughout  the  repayment  period  and  so  long  there¬ 
after  as  title  to  the  works  remains  in  the  United  States. 
The  State  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its 
allocated  right  to  the  use  of  the  capacities  of  the  joint- 
use  facilities  for  water  service  outside  the  Federal  San 
Luis  unit  service  area; 

(g)  the  Secretary  may  turn  over  to  the  State  the 
care,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  any  works  of  the 
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San  Luis  unit  which  are  used  jointly  by  the  United 
States  and  the  State  at  such  time  and  under  such  con¬ 
ditions  as  shall  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  and 
the  State; 

(h)  notwithstanding  transfer  of  the  care,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  any  works  to  the  State,  as  herein¬ 
before  provided,  any  organization  which  has  theretofore 
entered  into  a  contract  with  the  United  States  under  the 
Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939,  and  amendments 
thereto,  for  a  water  supply  through  the  works  of  the 
San  Luis  unit,  including  joint-use  facilities,  shall  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  subject  to  the  same  limitations  and  obliga¬ 
tions  and  to  have  and  to  enjoy  the  same  rights  which 
it  would  have  had  under  its  contract  with  the  United 
States  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  of  section  1 
of  the  Act  of  July  2,  1956  (70  Stat.  483,  43  U.S.C. 
485h-l)  in  the  absence  of  such  transfer,  and  its  en¬ 
joyment  of  such  rights  shall  be  without  added  cost  or 
other  detriment  arising  from  such  transfer; 

(i)  if  a  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the  preserva¬ 
tion  and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife  has  been  made 
as  provided  in  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  14,  1940 
(60  Stat.  1080,  16  U.S.C.  662),  as  amended,  the  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  unit  to  which  such  allocations  is  attributable 
shall,  notwithstanding  transfer  of  the  care,  operation,  and 
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maintenance  to  the  State,  be  operated  and  maintained 
in  such  wise  as  to  retain  the  bases  upon  which  such  al¬ 
location  is  premised  and,  upon  failure  so  to  operate  and 
maintain  those  features,  the  amount  allocated  thereto 
shall  become  a  reimbursable  cost  to  be  paid  by  the  State ; 

(j)  the  State  shall  not  serve  any  lands  within  the 
Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  except  as  such  service 
is  required  as  a  consequence  of  its  acceptance  of  the  care, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  works  under  paragraph 
(g)  of  this  section. 

Sec.  4.  In  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  a 
drainage  system  for  the  San  Luis  imit,  the  Secretary  is  au- 
thorized  to  permit  the  use  thereof  by  other  parties  under 
contracts  the  terms  of  which  are  as  nearly  similar  as  is  prac¬ 
ticable  to  those  required  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  in 
the  case  of  irrigation  repayment  or  service  contracts  and  is 
further  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  and  participate 
in  construction  and  operation  of  drainage  facilities  designed 
to  serve  the  general  area  of  which  the  lands  to  be  served  by 
the  San  Luis  unit  are  a  part,  to  the  extent  the  works  au¬ 
thorized  in  section  1  of  this  Act  contribute  to  drainage 
requirements  of  said  area.  The  Secretary  is  also  authorized 
to  permit  the  use  of  the  irrigation  facilities  of  the  San  Luis 
unit,  including  its  facilities  for  supplying  pumping  energy, 
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under  contracts  entered  into  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the 
Act  of  February  21,  1911  (36  Stat.  925;  43  U.S.C.  523). 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  plan  the  works 
authorized  in  this  Act  in  such  a  manner  as  to  contemplate 
and  make  possible  the  future  provision  of  Central  Valley 
project  service,  by  way  of  the  Pacheco  Tunnel  route,  to  lands 
and  municipalities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz, 
and  Monterey  Counties  heretofore  anticipated  as  a  possibility 
by  the  Acts  of  December  October  14,  1949  (63  Stat.  852) 
and  August  27,  1958  (72  Stat.  937) .  Construction  of  addi¬ 
tional  works  to  provide  such  service  shall  not  be  undertaken 
until  a  report  demonstrating  their  physical  and  economic 
feasibility  has  been  completed,  reviewed  by  the  State,  and 
approved  by  the  Secretary,  and  the  works  have  been  author¬ 
ized  by  Act  of  Congress. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  connection  with 
the  San  Luis  unit,  to  construct  minimum  basic  public  recre- 
ational  facilities  and  to  arrange  for  the  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  same  by  the  State  or  an  appropriate  local 
agency  or  organization.  The  cost  of  suih  facilities  shall  be 
nonretumable  and  nonreimbursable  under  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws. 

Sec.  7.  The  provisions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  water  deliveries  or  to  the  use  of 
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1  drainage  facilities  serving  lands  under  contract  with  the 

2  State  to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside  of  the  Federal  San 

3  Luis  unit  service  area  described  in  the  report  of  the  Depart- 

4  ment  of  the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley 

5  Project”,  dated  December  17,  1956. 

6  Sec.  8.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

7  for  construction  of  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including 

8  joint-use  facilities,  authorized  by  this  Act,  other  than  dis- 

9  tribution  systems  and  drains,  the  sum  of  $290,480,000,  plus 

10  such  additional  amount,  if  any,  as  may  be  required  by  reason 

- 

11  of  changes  in  costs  of  construction  of  the  types  involved  in 

12  the  San  Luis  unit  as  shown  by  engineering  indexes.  Said 

13  base  sum  of  $290,430,000  shall,  however,  be  diminished 
II  to  the  extent  that  the  State  makes  funds  or  lands  or  interests 

15  in  land  available  to  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  sections  2  or 

16  3  of  this  Act  which  decrease  the  costs  which  would  be  in- 

17  curred  if  the  works  authorized  in  section  1  of  this  Act  (in- 
16  eluding  provision  for  their  subsequent  expansion)  were 

19  constructed  solely  as  a  Federal  project.  There  are  also 

20  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition  thereto,  such 

21  amounts  as  are  required  (a)  for  construction  of  such  dis- 

22  tribution  systems  and  drains  as  are  not  constructed  by  local 

23  interests,  and  (b)  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  unit. 

24  All  moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  from  the  State  under 
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1  this  Act  shall  be  covered  into  the  same  accounts  as  moneys 

2  appropriated  hereunder  and  shall  be  available,  without 

3  further  appropriation,  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  subcommittee  approved\agri^ultural  appropriation  bill.  House 

debated  legislative  branch  appropriation  bil^  Rep.  Burdick  criticized  soil  bank 
program.  Sen.  Johnston  introduced  and  disputed  bill  to  provide  nutritional  enrich¬ 
ment  of  rice  distributed  by  Federal  Governments 


SENATE 

AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  B^LL,  1961.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Subcommittee  marked  up  and  approved  with  ameh^ments  for  full  committee 

consideration  this  bill/H,  R.  12117.  p.  D423 

2.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Sen/' Thurmond  commended  the  President's  veto  or  S.  722,  the 
depressed  areas  biZ  contended  that  the  bill  "is  an  effort  b\the  Congress  to 
substitute  its  judgment  for  that  of  the  industries  which  had  either  chosen  not 
to  locate  in  ar/as  in  which  it  was  found  uneconomical  to  operate>\recuced  the 
operations  in/uch  areas,  or  removed  their  plants  to  areas  where  a  We  favor¬ 
able  economic  climate  existed,"  and  expressed  hope  that  any  effort  t^  override 
the  veto  vi/6 uld  be  defeated,  p.  9695 

LIBRARY  SERVICES.  Sen.  Moss  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  ext^  ^brary 
Services  Act  for  five  years,  stated  that  the  benefits  of  the  program hase 
flojrfed  into  rural  America  in  all  sections  or  the  country,  an 
co^plishments  of  the  program  in  Utah.  p.  9oo5 


HOUSE 


4.  LEGISLATIVE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Began  debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  1 
At  the  request  of  Rep.  Albert,  deferred  further  action  until  Thurs. ,  Ma 
pp,  9702- 


RECLAMATION.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  7155,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  Calif., 
to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  respect  to  the  construction  and  operation  of 
such  unit  (pp.  9707-29).  Reps.  Smith  and  Sisk  discussed  amending  the  bill  to 
prohibit  the  growiire  of  crops  in  surplus  supply  (pp.  9710-11)  . 


w  WMC.  Vi.  Vil  JL  fcl  A  jr  ^ 

Received  from  the.  Interior  Department  a  report  that  adequate  soil  survey 

and  land  classification  necessary  for  formulation  of  a  definite  project  plan 
has  been  completed  on\he  East  Bench  unit,  Missouri  River/Basin  project,  Mont, 
p.  9739 


6.  MILK  SANITATION.  Rep.  Johr^n,  Wis.,  urged  support  fo/  his  bill  to  place  the 
responsibility  for  establishing  and  administering  a /Federal  milk  sanitation 
code  in  the  Surgeon  General  a^d  gave  his  answer  to/the  ”16  objections  to  the 
legislation  ...  mentioned  mostNfrequently."  pp.  ,9729-31 


7.  FAIR  TRADE.  Rep.  Harris  urged  Congressmen  to  aign  a  discharge  petition  for 
consideration  of  H.  R.  1253,  to  am^nd  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  Act  so  as 
to  equalize  rights  in  the  distribution  of  merchandise  identified  by  a  trade¬ 
mark,  brand,  or  trade  name.  p.  9732 


8.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Andersen,  Minn.,  urg 
acres"  farm  program,  which  would  combj/he 
kind  program,  pp.  9734-5 


support  of  his  proposed  "green 
iduced  acreage  with  a  payment-in- 


9.  SOIL  BANK.  Rep.  Burdick  criticized''  the  soil  b^nk  program,  claiming  it  is 

"systematically  destroying  the  .fabric  of  North  iJakota’  s  small  community  life," 
He  said  farmers,  rather  than  placing  a  part  of  their  land  in  soil  bank,  "find 
it  easier  to  retire  all  of  th^ir  crop  land  and  move  into  town"  thereby  con¬ 
tinuing  "his  income  from  hi/ land  without  any  of  thfc  headaches  of  active 

"  r"\  ri  Q7W.Q  \ 


farming  or  private  renting/1  pp.  9738-9 


10.  LANDS.  The  Public  Works  /Committee  voted  to  report  (but  'fcMcl  not  actually 

report)  H.  R.  11522,  tp  permit  Government  agencies  to  sell  or  transfer  real 
property  to  States,  municipalities,  and  other  political  subdivisions  for  road 
purposes,  p.  D426 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


11.  SUGAR.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Fong  inserting  3  editorials  dnd  stating 
that  they  stress  the  "tremendous  importance  of  sugar  to  Hawaii’s  economy  and 
the  need  fqr  action  on  legislation  which  would  extend  the  Sugar  Act>^ 
p.  A4175 


12.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Sen.  Randolph  inserted  an  editor's  letter  to  the  President 
urging/  approval  of  depressed  areas  legislation  and  a  statement  by  AFL-CI(J\ 
terming  the  President's  veto  as  "shameful,"  pp.  A4178-9 

ixtension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Widnall  urging  Congress  "to  get  busy  and  pas 
a/good  depressed  areas  bill."  p.  A4180 
/ 
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Mi\  Chairman,  let  me  add  that  the 
House-physician  also  has  a  seven-pas¬ 
senger,  \air-conditioned  Cadillac  and 
chauffeunat  his  disposal.  This  has  been 
provided  bk  the  legislative  branch.  He 
also  has  a  Chrysler  Imperial  which  I  un¬ 
derstand  is  supplied  by  the  Navy. 

As  a  naval  officer  he  also  has  free  medi¬ 
cal  care;  a  free  retirement  plan,  and  an 
added  fringe  benefit  is  reduced  rates  for 
personal  purchaseVPX  commissary — 
if  he  cares  to  avail  himself  of  that  serv- 
ice.  \ 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  tinae  has  come  to 
scrutinize  all  these  expenditures  with 
the  utmost  care,  and  that  I  propose  to  do 
in  the  future.  \ 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  bill.  \ 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  naove  to 
strike  out  the  last  word.  \ 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Committee  hasVust 
finished  consideration  of  the  legislative 
appropriation  bill,  which  of  course 
covers  the  Office  of  the  Parliamentarian;- 
and  I  just  want  to  express  this  thought. 
Our  parliamentarian  has  been  indis¬ 
posed  and  is  in  the  hospital.  Lou 
Deschler  has  the  respect  of  all  of  us. 
We  are  all  very  fond  of  him,  and  I  just 
want  to  use  this  minute  to  express  my 
regret  at  his  illness  and  hope  that  he  will 
soon  be  back  with  us.  I  know  all  Mem¬ 
bers  join  me  in  wishing  Lou  well  and 
extending  best  wishes. 

Mr.  NORRELL.  Mi’.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise 
and  report  the  bill  back  to  the  House 
with  the  recommendation  that  the  bill 
do  pass.  4  t 

The  motion  was  agreed  to.  / 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  ana 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chaftr, 
Mr.  Trimble,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  Stare  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.R.  12232)  making  appropriations 
for  the  legislative  branch  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1961,  and/for  other 
purposes,  had  directed  him  to/report  the 
bill  back  to  the  House  with/the  recom¬ 
mendation  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  Ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Th/  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and/third  reading  of 
the  bill.  / 

The  bill  was  orde/ed  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time.  / 

The  SPEAKER;  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  questioji  was  taken,  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  in  his  opinion 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  HOFJFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I /object  to  the  vote  on  the 
ground  th/t  a  quorum  is  not  present  and 
I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  Albert.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  on  this  matter  go  over  until 
Thursday. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ok¬ 
lahoma? 

/  There  was  no  objection. 


The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentlem/n 
from  Michigan  withdraw  his  point/  of 
order?  j 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  No.  I 
am  advised  that  I  cannot  withdraw  it. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  t/e  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  on  this  bill  have/  been  post¬ 
poned  until  Thursday.  J 
Evidently  a  quorum  is /not  present. 
Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House.  / 

A  call  of  the  House/was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  f/iled  to  answer  to 
their  names :  / 
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Alexander 

Frie/lel 

Magnuson 

Alford 

Ga/matz 

Mitchell 

Anderson, 

Gjibert 

Morris,  Okla. 

Mont. 

Gfoodell 

Moulder 

Arends 

firanahan 

Multer 

Auchincloss 

/Green,  Oreg. 

Nix 

Sayres 

/Green,  Pa. 

Powell 

Harden  / 

'  Griffiths 

Riehlman 

BEfldng  / 

Hargis 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Barrv  / 

Hebert 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Baumhart  / 

Herlong 

Scott 

Blatnik  / 

Hogan 

Sheppard 

BonnerX/ 

Holtzman 

Short 

BrewsteA. 

Jackson 

Smith,  Kans. 

Brown  /Men, 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Smith,  Miss. 

Buckle  \ 

Johnson,  Md. 

Spence 

Canf/ld  \ 

.  Jones,  Ala. 

Taber 

Cell* 

VKearns 

Taylor 

Chdif 

'Kilburn 

Teague,  Tex. 

Coffin 

&rwan 

Teller 

mvis,  Tenn. 

KrUczynski 

Thompson,  La. 

gevine 

LafVe 

Walter 

/Diggs 

Lancnum 

Widnall 

Durham 

Lankford 

Williams 

Edmondson 

LibonatV 

Willis 

Farbstein 

McCulloch 

Withrow 

Flynn 

McDowell  \ 

Zelenko 

Fogarty 

McGovern  \ 

Forand 

Madden  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  341 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names. 
A  quorum  is  present.  \ 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with.  \ - 


SAN  LUIS  UNIT  OF  THE  CENTRAL 
VALLEY  PROJECT 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  call  up  House  Resolution  514  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved ,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Uhion  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
7155)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the 
Central  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  with  respect  to  the  construction  and 
operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be 
confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not 
to  exceed  3  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs,  the  bill  shall  be 
read  for  amendment  under  the  5 -minute 
rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  com¬ 
mittee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the 
House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have 
been  adopted,  and  the  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill 


and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  yield  30  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Reece],  and  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Virginia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  is  a  rule  providing  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  7155)  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  con¬ 
struct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central 
Valley  project,  California,  to  enter  into 
an  agreement  with  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  with  respect  to  the  construction 
and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other 
purposes.  It  is  an  open  rule  providing 
for  3  hours  of  general  debate. 

The  bill  has  been  before  the 
Rules  Committee  on  several  occasions. 
Frankly,  I  have  serious  doubts  about  the 
bill  myself.  There  is  this  feature  about 
it  which  is  very  complicated:  It  is  a  joint 
project  between  the  State  of  California 
and  the  Federal  Government,  for  this 
project  is  an  integral  part  of  the  Federal 
project  known  as  the  Central  Valley 
project. 

This  bill  will  cost  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  something  like  $250  million  and  a 
figure  of  that  size  always  scares  me. 
However,  from  a  thorough  investigation 
I  made  outside  of  the  testimony  before 
the  Rules  Committee  I  ascertained  that 
the  State  of  California  had  already  pro¬ 
ceeded  on  the  project,  had  made  certain 
binding  arrangements  with  the  Federal 
Government,  and  was  so  deeply  involved 
in  it  that  there  was  no  question  in  my 
mind  that  the  matter  would  work  out 
all  in  good  faith  by  both  the  State  of 
California  and  the  Federal  Government; 
and  I  hope  this  rule  will  be  adopted. 

There  is  one  controversial  matter  in 
the  bill  and  I  think  the  House  ought  to 
know  about  it,  because  I  think  all  of  us 
will  want  to  consider  it.  There  is  a 
clause  in  the  bill,  a  saving  clause,  known 
as  section  7,  which  provides  that  the  fact 
the  State  of  California  enters  its  project 
along  with  the  Federal  project  does  not 
bind  the  State  under  certain  provisions 
of  the  National  Reclamation  Act.  In 
other  words,  it  is  a  States’  rights  ques¬ 
tion  and  California  desires  to  reserve  its 
rights.  It  hinges  around  that  provision 
in  the  Reclamation  Act  regarding  the 
160-acre  limitation  to  one  individual.  I 
would  hope  that  the  House  would  sus¬ 
tain  the  committee  on  this  provision 
and  leave  section  7  in  the  bill.  But  I 
mention  it  because  I  think  it  involves  a 
controversial  matter. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  all  I  have  to  say 
on  the  subject.  I  hope  the  rule  will  be 
adopted. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  is  recognized. 

Mr.  REECE  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  have  no  demand  for  time  on  this 
side,  and  I  shall  not  take  any  time  myself 
except  to  say  that  I  associate  myself 
with  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia;  I  hope  that  the  rule  will  be 
adopted  and  that  the  bill  with  section  7 
may  pass. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  previous  question. 
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The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  7155)  to  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the 
San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  proj¬ 
ect,  California,  to  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  State  of  California  with 
respect  to  the  construction  and  operation 
of  such  unit,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  7155)  with 
Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  14  minutes. 

(Mr.  ASPINALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  brings  to  the  Committee  at  this  time 
one  of  the  finest  reclamation  projects 
that  we  have  endorsed  and  recommended 
for  many  years.  We  have  so  scheduled 
our  time  that  it  is  my  opinion  we  shall 
be  able  to  present  the  arguments  for  the 
legislation  logically,  and  I  am  sure  that 
those  who  are  in  opposition  will  also  have 
time  to  voice  their  position.  Also  the 
one  section  which  is  in  dispute  will  be  ar¬ 
gued  by  the  proponents  and  opponents, 
so  that  all  Members  may  understand 
what  is  involved. 

Due  to  the  fact  that  this  is  an  impor¬ 
tant  piece  of  legislation  and  the  only 
really  large  reclamation  project  that  will 
be  brought  before  the  86th  Congress,  I 
shall  speak  from  manuscript  and  as  soon 
as  I  finish  reading  the  manuscript  I  shall 
try  to  answer  any  questions  if  there  are 
any. 

Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  7155,  the  legisla¬ 
tion  now  before  the  Committee,  has  for 
its  purpose  the  authorizing  of  the  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  San  Luis  irrigation  unit  of 
the  Central  Valley  project  of  the  State  of 
California.  This  is  a  multipurpose  facil¬ 
ity  with  99.97  percent  of  the  cost  allo¬ 
cated  to  irrigation,  which  means  for  all 
practical  purposes  the  entire  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  of  this  project  shall  be  repaid 
in  full.  The  project  has  the  unqualified 
approval  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  It 
is  also  has  unanimous  support  in  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

The  San  Luis  unit  is  the  next  logical 
addition  to  the  Central  Valley  project 
which  was  initially  authorized  in  1937. 
The  American  River  division  was  added 
in  1949,  the  Sacramento  Canals  division 
in  1950,  and  the  Trinity  River  division  in 
1955.  The  San  Luis  unit  has  been  under 
study  since  1943. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  one  of  the  best 
irrigation  projects  that  has  been  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  House  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  for  many 


years.  To  my  friends  who  usually  sup¬ 
port  these  programs,  may  I  say  to  you 
that  this  legislation  is  in  line  with  estab¬ 
lished  principles  and  policies  approved 
and  followed  over  the  years.  To  my 
friends  who  are  critical  of  such  Federal 
activities,  may  I  say  to  you  that  this  leg¬ 
islation  meets  most  of  the  objections 
which  you  have  voiced  here  on  the  floor 
in  the  past.  As  we  present  our  case,  we 
shall  appreciate  it  very  much  if  you  will 
give  us  your  close  attention  so  that  if 
your  questions  are  not  answered  by  our 
direct  presentation  then  we  may  have 
the  opportunity  and  privilege  of  attempt¬ 
ing  to  answer  to  your  satisfaction  any 
questions  that  remain. 

The  San  Luis  project,  which  would  be 
authorized  by  this  bill,  meets  the  three 
all-important  requisites  necessary  in 
such  matters: 

(a)  It  possesses  engineering  feasibility, 
that  is,  the  facilities  which  are  contem¬ 
plated  can  be  built  to  do  the  job  required 
of  them. 

(b)  It  possesses  economic  feasibility, 
that  is,  the  benefits  to  the  State  and  Na¬ 
tion  which  will  flow  from  the  project  far 
outweigh  the  costs  of  the  project. 

(c)  It  possesses  financial  feasibility, 
that  is,  the  costs  which  are  reimbursable 
will  be  repaid  to  the  Federal  Government 
within  the  regularly  established  and  ac¬ 
cepted  payout  period  of  50  years. 

Other  speakers  will  go  into  these  mat¬ 
ters  in  more  detail. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  many  years  now, 
the  membership  of  your  House  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  with 
me  as  their  spokesman  in  such  matters, 
have  endeavored  to  support  and  cham¬ 
pion  an  orderly  and  constructive  irriga¬ 
tion  and  reclamation  construction  pro¬ 
gram.  It  has  been  our  thinking  that 
this  is  the  responsibility  of  Congress  and 
not  of  the  agencies  in  the  executive 
branch.  To  such  purpose,  I  have  met 
annually  with  the  Subcommittee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  for  Public  Works.  I  have 
consistently  presented  what  I  considered 
to  a  reasonable  and  orderly  program  for 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  At  times 
this  has  meant  asking  for  new  starts. 
At  other  times,  as  this  year,  it  has  meant 
supporting  the  recommendations  coming 
up  to  us  from  downtown. 

The  legislative  record  of  reclamation 
and  irrigation  authorizations,  together 
with  amounts  appropriated  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  such  programs  since  1947,  Con¬ 
gress  by  Congress,  is  as  follows: 


[In  millions] 


Authoriza¬ 

tions 

Construc¬ 
tion  appro¬ 
priations 

ROth  Cone.  0947-481  .  . 

$40.5 
479.1 
16.1 
130.3 
1, 162.  8 
71.2 

$375.9 
579.0 
385.5 
247.7 
303.0 
361.  6 

R2d  Cong.  0951-521 

83d  Cong.  (1953-54) . 

84th  Cone.  (1955-Sfi) . . . 

85th  Cong.  (1957-58) . 

Total- _ _ 

1, 900. 0 
317.0 

2,252.7 

375.0 

Average  per  Congress... 

Authorizations  for  the  1st  session  of 
the  86th  Congress  total  about  $14.4  mil¬ 
lion  while  appropriations  amounted  to 
$207  million. 

It  can  be  seen  from  these  figures  that 
the  average  authorization  per  Congress 
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since  1947  has  been  in  the  amount  of 
$317  million  and  the  average  appro¬ 
priations  for  each  Congress  has  been 
$375  million. 

A  large  portion  of  the  appropriations 
during  this  12-year  period  has  been  used 
for  construction  of  projects  authorized 
prior  to  this  period  such  as  the  initial 
units  of  the  Missouri  Basin  and  Central 
Valley  projects  and  the  Columbia  Basin 
project  and,  of  course,  a  large  portion  of 
the  work  on  the  larger  projects  author¬ 
ized  during  this  period  remains  to  be 
done,  but  this  comparison  dose  illustrate 
the  point  that  I  want  to  make  and  that 
is  that  over  a  long  period  the  authori¬ 
zations  must  support  the  construction 
program. 

The  civil  works  construction  program 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  received 
an  average  of  over  $1.13  billion  per  Con¬ 
gress  during  the  same  12-year  period 
compared  with  the  $375  million  for  the 
reclamation  program,  or  three  times  as 
much.  The  civil  works  program  is  fully 
justified  and  I  support  it.  I  make  this 
comparison  only  to  show  that  the  recla¬ 
mation  program  has  not  kept  pace  with 
the  civil  works  program  in  our  expand¬ 
ing  economy. 

It  is  my  belief,  and  I  have  so  recom¬ 
mended  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  for  Public  Works,  that  the  na¬ 
tional  economy  can  stand,  in  fact,  would 
be  enhanced  by,  an  annual  irrigation 
and  reclamation  construction  program 
of  around  $300  million,  give  or  take  a  few 
million  as  each  year  presented  itself. 

This  now  brings  me  to  the  amount  in 
dollars  that  is  involved  in  the  legislation 
that  is  before  us,  and  the  relationship 
of  this  amount  to  our  program  of  author¬ 
izations  for  the  86th  Congress. 

The  San  Luis  bill  would  authorize  the 
appropriation  of  $290  million  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  San  Luis  unit.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  basic  project,  distribution, 
and  drainage  systems,  costing  about  $192 
million  will  be  needed.  These  systems 
could  be  built  by  the  local  districts  or 
they  could  be  built  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Those  that  are  built  by  the 
Federal  Government  must  be  paid  for  in 
40  years  under  separate  repayment  con¬ 
tracts.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
agreement  with  the  State  with  respect 
to  joint  construction,  and  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  there  is  any  question  but  that  there 
will  be  such  agreement,  would  result  in  a 
reduction  in  the  Federal  cost  of  about 
$50  million.  This  is  simply  a  matter  of 
sharing  the  cost  of  works  built  to  capac¬ 
ity  to  serve  both  the  San  Luis  unit  and 
State  service  areas.  Additional  amounts 
may  be  saved  if  a  satisfactory  agreement 
can  be  reached  with  the  local  power  com¬ 
pany  for  power  transmission. 

While  the  amount  involved  in  this  bill 
is  a  rather  large  single  item,  it  must  be 
considered  in  the  light  of  the  expected 
overall  program  for  reclamation  author¬ 
izations  in  the  86th  Congress.  In  the 
first  session,  three  small  projects  were 
authorized  involving  a  total  amount  of 
only  $14  million  and  the  addition  of  the 
San  Luis  project  would  result  in  authori¬ 
zations  totaling  only  a  little  over  $300 
million,  plus  whatever  amount  is  required 
for  the  San  Luis  distribution  systems. 
The  point  I  am  making  is  that  this  one 
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project  constitutes  practically  the  entire 
authorizations  program  for  the  86th  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  discuss 
very  briefly  section  7  of  the  bill,  which 
appears  to  be  the  only  controversial  mat¬ 
ter  involved  in  this  legislation.  Section 
7  provides  that  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws  shall  not  be  applicable  to  water  de¬ 
liveries  by  the  State  of  California  from 
the  jointly  used  San  Luis  facilities  to 
lands  outside  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit 
service  area.  Now,  it  is  my  position  and 
the  position  of  the  majority  of  my  com¬ 
mittee  that  it  makes  no  difference 
whether  this  section  is  in  the  bill  or  out. 
We  do  not  believe  that  reclamation  law 
would  be  applicable  to  State-served  lands 
even  if  this  section  is  removed.  The 
basis  for  this  position  is  discussed  in  de¬ 
tail  in  the  committee’s  report.  The  sec¬ 
tion  was  included  in  the  bill  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  State  of  California  as  a 
means  of  bringing  into  unanimous 
agreement  the  many  diverse  interests  and 
points  of  view  in  the  State. 

It  is  only  by  chance  that  there  is  any 
connection  between  the  Federal  and 
State  projects.  If  two  reservoir  sites 
had  existed,  each  government  would 
probably  have  used  one  of  them  on  its 
own  terms,  and  the  excess-lands  prob¬ 
lem,  as  applied  to  State  lands,  would  not 
have  arisen.  But  the  physical  situation 
is  such  that  there  is  only  one  adequate 
reservoir  site  in  the  area  to  serve  both 
projects.  The  State  of  California  will 
have  paid  its  entire  share  of  the  cost  of 
constructing  the  joint-use  facilities  prior 
to  its  utilization  of  them  for  storage  and 
delivery  of  water. 

The  majority  of  my  committee  feel 
that,  insofar  as  there  is  a  problem  of 
large  ownerships  in  the  State-served 
area,  this  is  a  matter  for  the  State  of 
California  to  resolve.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  Governor  of  California 
is  now  in  the  process  of  formulating  a 
State  policy  with  respect  to  large  owner¬ 
ships  served  by  State  projects  and  that 
his  recommendations  will  be  submitted  to 
the  State  legislature. 

Because  there  has  been  so  much  mis¬ 
understanding  and  misinformation  on 
this  matter  of  excess  lands,  I  want  to 
make  one  point  unmistakably  clear.  The 
legislation  we  are  considering  here  re¬ 
quires  the  operation  of  the  Federal  San 
Luis  unit  under  the  provisions  of  Federal 
reclamation  law,  including  the  excess- 
land  provisions  thereof,  and  there  is  no 
way  that  large  landowners  in  the  Federal 
San  Luis  area  can  avoid  compliance  with 
such  provisions. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  make  a  brief  statement  on  reclamation 
development  in  general.  In  my  opinion, 
the  continued  development  of  supple¬ 
mental  water  supplies  for  existing  irri¬ 
gated  areas  is  entirely  consistent  with 
sound  long-term  agricultural  objectives. 
It  provides  the  most  important  basic 
element  to  a  successful  regional  econ¬ 
omy,  a  stable  diversified  agriculture;  it 
complements  and  enhances  our  overall 
agricultural  economy,  tending  to  allevi¬ 
ate,  rather  than  add  to,  the  existing  im¬ 
balances  or  surpluses;  and  it  helps  to 
insure  adequate  future  food  and  fiber 
for  our  rapidly  growing  population. 


The  objective  of  expanding  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  West  is  of  prime  importance 
to  the  whole  Nation.  The  Federal  rec¬ 
lamation  program  has  been  one  of  the 
important  tools  by  which  the  underde¬ 
veloped  arid  and  semiarid  regions  of  the 
West  have  been  made  into  a  habitable 
and  productive  part  of  the  Nation  by 
promoting  westward  movement  of  popu¬ 
lation,  business,  and  agriculture  and 
providing  a  solid  base  for  investment 
and  employment  where  little  existed 
previously.  The  reclamation  program 
still  has  these  positive  influences  today. 

With  respect  to  my  statement  that 
reclamation  tends  to  alleviate  the  exist¬ 
ing  imbalances  in  agriculture,  I  have 
this  to  say.  It  is  not  widely  understood 
that  irrigation  farming  in  the  West  en¬ 
joys  a  complementary,  rather  than  com¬ 
petitive,  relationship  with  the  whole  of 
the  country’s  agriculture.  Of  the  major 
crops  in  surplus,  those  that  consti¬ 
tute  more  than  four -fifths  of  the  hold¬ 
ings  and  loan  commitments  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  reclamation 
farms  grew  only  three  of  these  crops  and 
the  1958  contribution  from  reclamation 
farms  amounted  to  only  1.8  percent  of 
the  holdings.  The  reason  why  this  pro¬ 
portion  is  so  small  when  the  total  im¬ 
portance  of  reclamation  in  the  economy 
of  the  West  is  so  great  is  that  the  irri¬ 
gation  farmer  has  been  able  to  shift  pro¬ 
duction  from  surplus  crops  to  those  that 
are  in  current  demand.  The  non- 
irrigated  land  is  largely  tied  to  a  one- 
crop  economy  and  cannot  diversify  in 
response  to  changing  demand  patterns. 
Reclamation  has  played  a  large  role  in 
facilitating  these  adjustments  and  in 
enhancing  the  efficiency  of  the  agricul¬ 
ture  of  the  West  as  a  whole.  The  mis¬ 
apprehension  that  any  extension  of 
irrigation  will  compound  the  Nation’s 
agricultural  difficulties  is  not  borne  out 
by  the  facts,  either  past  or  present. 

In  addition,  we  are  advised  by  agricul¬ 
tural  authorities  that  our  present  crop 
imbalances  are  merely  temporary  and 
that  continued  efforts  are  needed  in  re¬ 
search  and  the  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  soil  and  water  resources.  They 
emphasize  that  the  capacity  to  meet  the 
food  and  fiber  needs  of  the  expanding 
population  does  not  just  happen  auto¬ 
matically.  Because  major  irrigation 
projects  do  not  reach  a  fully  developed 
stage  until  15  to  25  years  after  the  start 
of  authorization,  it  is  essential  that 
reclamation  needs  be  viewed  in  future 
perspective. 

The  Nation’s  population  is  increasing 
at  about  8,600  additional  persons  per  day 
while  the  acreage  of  good  cropland 
diminishes  at  a  rate  of  3,000  acres  per 
day  due  to  conversion  to  roads,  airports, 
and  cities.  Just  how  soon  our  agricul¬ 
tural  abundance  will  give  way  to  short¬ 
ages  depends  on  what  positive  steps  are 
taken  to  overcome  the  effects  of  these 
incursions. 

To  accommodate  the  tremendous  pop¬ 
ulation  surge  toward  the  West  the  base 
for  economic  development  has  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  via  water  resource  development  for 
farms  and  cities.  The  material  demands 
of  these  new  westerners  come  back  to  the 
eastern  industrial  centers  in  the  form  of 
orders  for  new  equipment,  new  cars,  new 


appliances,  additional  fuel,  chemicals, 
clothing,  and  capital. 

Our  reclamation  authorization  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  86th  Congress,  to  a  large 
extent,  is  included  in  this  one  bill  to 
authorize  the  San  Luis  project.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  give  their  approval  to 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  15  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Sisk]. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  want  to  pay  a  tribute 
to  the  gentleman  from  California.  He 
and  I  came  to  the  Congress  at  the  same 
time,  and  we  have  sat  along  side  each 
other  in  committee  for  6  years.  This 
represents,  I  think,  a  notable  day,  a  red 
letter  day,  for  him  because  when  he  came 
to  the  Congress,  his  main  aim  as  a  Con¬ 
gressman  was  to  get  the  San  Luis  project 
authorized.  I  have  sat  by  him  over  the 
years  and  I  know  the  work  he  has  put 
into  the  planning  of  this  project.  To¬ 
day,  we  have  the  culmination  of  his 
efforts  and  the  efforts  of  his  colleagues 
on  the  committee.  I  think  this  project 
is  soundly  conceived.  I  think  it  is  a 
project  which  is  in  the  national  interest. 
Every  Member  of  this  body  can  con¬ 
scientiously  support  it.  I  just  want  to 
compliment  my  colleague  for  the  con¬ 
scientious  and  hard  work  that  he  has  put 
in  over  the  past  6  years  on  this  project, 
and  I  am  delighted  to  be  here  on  the 
floor  today  to  support  him  and  his 
project. 

Mr.  SISK.  I  certainly  thank  my  col¬ 
league,  the  gentleman  from  Arizona,  for 
his  kind  remarks.  I  am  also  deeply 
grateful  to  him  for  the  assistance  he  has 
been  in  what  amounted  to  a  major  en¬ 
deavor  to  get  this  project  thus  far  along 
the  road. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  first  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  Members  to  these 
charts,  which  we  have  here  in  front  of 
you  at  the  present  time. 

I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  the 
map  here  to  my  left  which  shows  the 
existing  Central  Valley  project  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  the  portion  which  has  heretofore 
been  constructed.  That  is  the  portion 
which  is  shown  in  green,  starting  in  the 
north  end  of  the  State,  up  on  the  Sac¬ 
ramento  River,  showing  the  Shasta  Dam 
and  powerplant  and  the  Keswick  Dam 
and  powerplant. 

This  portion,  under  construction  at 
the  present  time,  is  the  Trinity  project. 
Then,  coming  on  down  the  river,  there  is 
the  Folsom  Dam,  Nimbus,  and  Sly  Park. 
Then  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  is  the 
Friant-Kern  Canal  which  takes  the 
water  from  Fresno  County  south,  and 
the  Madera  Canal,  together  with  the 
Delta-Mendota  Canal  into  this  area 
along  the  San  Joaquin  River.  Also,  the 
existing  Tracy  pumping  plant. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Will  you  explain  the 
direction  of  the  flow  of  the  water  in  that 
particular  area? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  will  be  glad  to.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  gentleman  calling  my  atten- 
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tion  to  this.  I  realize  that  some  of  these 
things  are  confusing.  Actually,  the 
Sacramento  is  flowing  down  here  south 
into  San  Francisco  Bay,  and  into  the 
Pacific  Ocean  through  the  delta  area. 
The  San  Joaquin  River  is  flowing  north 
from  the  lower  end  of  the  valley,  and 
then  into  the  delta  area,  where  the  water 
also  empties  through  the  bay  and  into 
the  Pacific  Ocean.  As  a  result  it  can  be 
confusing,  when  we  have  rivers  flowing 
actually  in  opposite  directions,  and  these 
rivers  are  fed  by  a  series  of  streams,  such 
as  the  Kern,  Kangs,  the  Fresno,  Merced, 
and  so  forth.  In  the  north  they  are  fed 
by  the  Feather  River,  the  Yuba,  and 
many  others.  But  the  two  rivers  that 
converge  in  this  delta  area  cause  the 
surplus  water  to  be  dumped  into  the 
Pacific  Ocean. 

The  project  we  have  under  considera¬ 
tion  at  this  time,  the  San  Luis  project,  is 
shown  in  red  on  this  map,  and  it  pro¬ 
poses  to  use  existing  facilities  and  add 
new  ones.  At  the  time  that  the  Central 
Valley  projects  was  constructed  in  this 
area  and  Friant  Dam  was  built  and  the 
water  diverted  north  and  south  from. the 
San  Joaquin,  it  was  necessary  to  replace 
the  water  taken  out  of  the  river  for  these 
people  who  had  water  rights  on  the  San 
Joaquin.  So  at  that  time  there  was  a 
pumping  plant  built  at  Tracy. 

Mr.  GEORGE  P.  MILLER.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GEORGE  P.  MILLER.  I  think,  in 
order  to  clarify  the  matter  so  that  it  will 
be  better  understood,  we  should  point  out 
there  is  a  surplus  of  water  in  the  Sacra¬ 
mento  watershed  to  the  north,  whereas 
the  amount  of  water  that  is  collected  and 
falls  into  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  and 
runs  north,  is  in  short  supply  and  can¬ 
not  irrigate  all  of  the  available  land  in 
the  lower  San  Joaquin  Valley. 

Mr.  SISK.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  contribution,  because  that  is  ex¬ 
actly  the  situation.  That  is  an  area  of 
deficient  water.  That  is  the  reason  why 
it  is  necessary  to  have  these  various  wa¬ 
ter  projects. 

Continuing  this  explanation,  this  is 
the  reason  why  it  is  necessary  to  take 
water  out  of  the  delta  and  bring  it  down 
into  the  Central  Valley  to  irrigate  this 
area  of  land.  At  the  present  time  the 
Tracy  pumping  plant  is  used  only  in  the 
summer  or  during  the  irrigation  season, 
since  there  is  no  storage  in  this  area. 
Those  facilities  are  idle  during  the  win¬ 
ter  months  when  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
rain  occurring  in  those  mountains,  and 
millions  of  acre-feet  of  water  pour  out 
into  the  Pacific  as  waste  water. 

The  San  Luis  project  proposes  to  use 
these  existing  facilities  during  the 
months  of  December,  January,  and  Feb¬ 
ruary  to  bring  the  water  down  through 
existing  facilities  and  pump  it  into  the 
San  Luis  Dam  Reservoir  at  this  point. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  shall  be  very  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Will  you  tell  the  com¬ 
mittee  whether  the  cotton  acreage  in  the 
project  is  in  the  green-colored  area  or  in 
the  brown -colored  area? 


Mr.  SISK.  At  the  present  time,  so  far 
as  existing  cotton  acreage  in  the  valley 
area  is  concerned,  it  would  be  scattered 
over  the  valley,  including  this  particular 
area  here. 

Mr.  JONAS.  That  is  the  brown-col¬ 
ored  area. 

Mr.  SISK.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  JONAS.  And  there  is  no  irriga¬ 
tion  in  that  area? 

Mr.  SISK.  Yes,  there  is.  That  is  what 
I  wanted  to  proceed  to  as  quickly  as  I 
outline  this,  and  I  have  just  about  com¬ 
pleted  my  outline. 

This  is  an  area  which  is  at  present 
under  irrigation.  At  present  it  is  being 
farmed;  but  we  have  a  situation  where 
our  water  table  is  going  down  and  down. 
There  was  a  time  when  this  area  could 
be  irrigated  with  pumping  from  reason¬ 
able  depths.  At  the  present  time  that 
water  has  to  be  pumped  from  a  depth  of 
hundreds  of  feet.  The  water  table  has 
gone  down  and  down  until  today  the 
wells  that  are  being  put  down  in  this  area 
are  over  2,000  feet  deep,  and  some  run 
to  3,000  feet.  We  are  lifting  water  with 
300-horsepower  pumps  in  an  attempt  to 
keep  this  agricultural  area  alive.  So  ac¬ 
tually  we  are  not  putting  any  land  un¬ 
der  cultivation  by  this  legislation;  we 
are  simply  seeking  to  keep  land  in  culti¬ 
vation.  I  want  to  go  back  to  my  notes 
for  a  moment.  Then  if  any  Member  has 
a  question  regarding  these  charts  I  will 
be  glad  to  hear  them.  I  want  to  show 
the  State  overlay  for  just  a  few  moments 
in  order  to  get  back  to  the  physical  con¬ 
ditions. 

We  are  pumping  to  keep  440,000  acres 
in  this  area  under  cultivation.  We  are 
not  proposing  to  bring  in  new  land.  This 
land  has  been  farmed  for  a  great  many 
years. 

The  situation  then  is  this:  It  costs 
about  $75,000  to  put  down  a  deep  well. 
This  means  that  the  small  operator  is 
precluded  from  operating  in  this  area 
until  such  time  as  we  can  get  a  surface 
supply  of  water  which  will  permit  him 
to  move  in  and  farm  his  own  land, 
whether  it  be  160  acres,  320  acres,  or 
whatever  it  may  be.  The  present  cost  is 
from  $60,000  to  $100,000  to  construct  and 
sink  a  well.  This,  as  I  said,  requires  a 
large  operator  to  carry  on  such  an  oper¬ 
ation,  and  the  small  farmer  is  of  neces¬ 
sity  forced  to  lease  his  land  or  rent  his 
land  to  larger  operators. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONAS.  What  is  the  average  cot¬ 
ton  yield  per  acre? 

Mr.  SISK.  The  average  cotton  yield 
per  acre  in  this  area  would  run  about  3 
bales.  That  has  been  the  average  yield. 
It  would  run  from  2Y2  to  4  bales  to  the 
acre. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Do  you  estimate  that  the 
cotton  land  will  increase  through  addi¬ 
tional  irrigation? 

Mr.  SISK.  No;  I  do  not  anticipate 
any  increase  in  yield.  In  fact,  all  of  our 
figures  show  that  acreage  would  substan¬ 
tially  decrease.  I  am  not  saying  that  the 
amount  of  cotton  per  acre  will  decrease. 
I  would  not  anticipate  any  basic  change 
in  production  per  acre  on  this  project. 
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because  at  the  present  time  it  is  irri¬ 
gated;  and  it,  of  course,  would  continue 
to  be  irrigated. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SISK.  Yes;  I  shall  be  pleased  to 
yield. 

Mr.  JONAS.  According  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  report,  page  6,  132,000  of  the 
400,000  acres  are  devoted  to  cotton;  and 
the  statement  is  made  that  there  will 
be  no  reduction  in  cotton  acreage.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  SISK.  No,  that  is  not  correct.  It 
is  not  correct  that  the  report  says  spe¬ 
cifically  there  will  be  no  reduction.  Let 
me  get  a  copy  of  the  report. 

Here  is  the  situation  that  exists  as  far 
as  cotton  acreage  is  concerned:  The  deep 
well  pumps  are  bringing  up  so  much 
boron  in  the  water  at  the  present  time 
that  the  trees  have  become  sterile  in  this 
area,  the  trees  and  the  vines.  This  is  in 
a  semitropical  area.  The  east  side  of 
my  district  is  practically  all  devoted  to 
vineyards,  fruits,  and  vegetables.  The 
boron  in  the  water  has  brought  about  a 
condition  in  this  area  where  the  trees 
are  sterile  and  will  not  produce.  There-  I 
fore  we  are  completely  forced  to  row  ^ 
crops,  cotton,  and  grain.  That  is  about 
the  only  thing  we  can  depend  on  in  the 
area.  However,  if  we  are  able  to  get  a 
supply  of  surface  water  we  will  be  able 
once  again  to  go  to  the  development  of 
vineyards,  groves  of  nuts,  groves  of  figs, 
and  other  things  that  can  be  supported 
in  this  area  with  fresh  surface  water. 

Very  frankly,  there  is  a  great  deal  more 
profit  in  growing  this  kind  of  commodi¬ 
ties  and  we  do  not  have  surplus  problems. 

Mr.  JONAS.  May  I  quote  this  sen¬ 
tence  appearing  in  the  third  line  of  page 
6  of  the  report: 

While  there  probably  will  be  little  change 
in  the  cotton  acreage,  it  is  expected  that  the 
acreage  in  Irrigated  grain  will  be  drastically 
reduced. 

It  was  on  the  basis  of  that  sentence 
that  I  asked  the  gentleman  if  he  ex¬ 
pected  there  would  be  any  reduction  in 
the  132,000  acres  of  cotton  now  under  i 
production  in  that  section.  ■ 

Mr.  SISK.  I  am  sure  those  figures 
are  taken  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion  report.  Of  course,  I  think  that  the 
amount  of  cotton  that  will  continue  to 
be  grown  will  depend  to  a  large  extent  on 
the  economy  of  the  cotton  industry.  If 
prices  remain  high  there  might  be  con¬ 
tinued  to  be  produced  a  rather  substan¬ 
tial  quantity.  On  the  other  hand,  there 
is  no  comparison  between  the  financial 
results  of  cotton  and  of  row  crops  and 
citrus.  There  is  lots  of  citrus  on  the 
east  side  of  my  district,  as  well  as  other 
commodities  that  produce  high  returns 
and  would  be  a  great  deal  more  enhanc¬ 
ing  financially.  Certainly,  there  is  not 
any  question  in  our  mind  but  that  this 
area  will  go  into  groves,  into  orchards, 
into  vines,  as  rapidly  as  water  is  avail¬ 
able,  and  it  can  be  made  to  pay  finan¬ 
cially.  For  example,  I  might  state  that 
the  Boston  Land  Co.  a  number  of  years 
ago  went  into  this  area  and  sunk  about 
$3  million  in  an  attempt  to  create  or¬ 
chards.  They  had  some  big,  beautiful 
trees  but  absolutely  no  fruit,  since  this 
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boron  situation  existed,  and  it  is  my  un¬ 
derstanding  they  lost  some  $4  million  or 
$5  million. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  expired. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  the  gentleman  10  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

•  Mr.  SISK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  would  like  to  fortify 
the  gentleman’s  point  by  bringing  out 
the  fact  that  there  is  a  definite  tendency 
for  sugar-beet  production  to  move  into 
the  San  Luis  service  area.  One  of  the 
great  limitations  on  sugar-beet  produc¬ 
tion  happens  to  be  water  quality.  With 
improved  water  quality  that  would  come 
from  surface  distribution  I  think  it 
would  be  safe  to  predict  that  thousands 
of  acres  of  sugar  beets  would  be  planted 
to  replace  acreage  which  is  currently 
devoted  to  cotton. 

Mr.  SISK.  There  is  no  question  but 
that  if  we  can  get  this  water  in  here  and 
we  get  a  quota  on  sugar  beets,  we  would 
be  growing  sugar  beets,  because  this  is  a 
very  fine  sugar-beet  producing  area. 
What  is  going  to  happen  on  the  domestic 
sugar  deal,  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  As  I  understand 
it  now,  there  is  no  limitation  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  of  any  kind  as  to  the  crops  that 
can  be  grown  on  these  acres,  is  that  true? 

Mr.  SISK.  As  to  the  kind  of  crop? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Yes. 

Mr.  SISK.  No.  If  we  had  a  good  sup¬ 
ply  of  the  right  kind  of  water,  that  is,  a 
water  free  of  minerals,  we  can  grow  any 
kind  of  fruits,  vegetables  and  nuts  known 
to  man  in  this  area. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  At  the  present 
time  basic  commodities  can  be  raised  on 
those  acres? 

Mr.  SISK.  At  the  present  time  basic 
commodities  can  be  grown.  The  one 
basic  commodity,  cotton,  is  being  grown 
in  this  area. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  In  the  Senate 
bill  there  is  an  amendment  that  restricts 
the  growing  of  additional  crops  on  these 
acres  if  water  is  put  into  this  area? 

Mr.  SISK.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  If  that  amend¬ 
ment  were  adopted  in  this  bill  we  would 
be  extending  the  conservation  reserve  to 
new  acres,  that  is,  to  500,000  fertile 
acres? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  think  the  gentleman  well 
states  that.  I  know,  of  course,  that  an 
amendment  is  going  to  be  offered  to  put 
this  section  which  he  refers  to  in  the 
Senate  bill  into  the  House  bill.  I  expect 
to  agree  to  accept  that  amendment  as 
far  as  I  am  personally  concerned.  I 
would  not  anticipate  any  particular  ob¬ 
jection  to  it. 

I  might  briefly  read  that  amendment: 

(b)  No  water  provided  by  the  Federal  San 
Luis  unit  shall  be  delivered  in  the  Federal 
San  Luis  service  area  to  any  water  user  for 
the  production  on  newly  irrigated  lands  of 
any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  defined 
in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  or  any 


amendment  thereof,  if  the  total  supply  of 
such  commodity  for  the  marketing  year  in 
which  the  bulk  of  the  crop  would  normally 
be  marketed  is  in  excess  of  the  normal  supply 
as  denned  in  section  301(b)  (10)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  calls  for 
an  increase  in  production  of  such  commodity 
in  the  interest  of  national  security. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  And  with  the 
adoption  of  that  amendment  we  would 
then  be  reducing  by  500,000  acres  the 
acreage  in  the  United  States  that  can  be 
used  for  growing  these  surplus  crops;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  SISK.  That  is  correct  in  ultimate 
result.  It  would  prohibit  new  cotton 
acreage  and  would  make  possible  the 
growing  of  nonsurplus  crops  on  land 
now  growing  cotton.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman’s  comment. 

I  would  like  to  quickly  proceed  to  the 
overlay  showing  the  connection  between 
the  State  and  the  Federal  projects. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  I  wonder  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  would  enlighten  me  as  to  whether 
all  of  the  works  depicted  on  this  basic 
map  are  Federal  works  and  subject  to 
the  160-acre  limitation  in  the  reclama¬ 
tion  law. 

Mr.  SISK.  All  the  works  depicted  in 
green,  and  also  the  cross-hatched,  are 
Federal  projects  and  are  subject  to  the 
160 -acre  limitation. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Would  it  be  fan  to 
say  that  under  the  actual  situation  in 
the  State  of  California  as  far  as  recla¬ 
mation  projects  are  concerned  they  are 
pretty  much  entirely  Federal? 

Mr.  SISK.  No;  I  would  not  say  that, 
either.  I  could  cite  to  the  gentleman 
many,  many  projects  all  through  this 
area:  the  Merced  works  in  here,  the  Don 
Pedro  Dam,  Modesto  Irrigation  District, 
Fresno  Irrigation  District,  all  publicly 
owned  and  operated  districts  in  the  State 
that  are  not  Federal.  The  fact  of  the 
business  is  that  percentagewise  you  have 
a  great  portion  of  your  acreage  under 
either  public  water  or  public  irrigation 
districts  that  are  not  under  Federal 
reclamation. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Would  the  gentle¬ 
man  be  willing  to  give  me  a  figure  of 
what  percentage  of  the  total  it  would 
be  so  that  we  can  get  a  comparison  be¬ 
tween  the  Federal  facilities  and  the 
other  agencies? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  can  get  that  figure.  I 
do  not  have  it  at  hand  now.  I  would 
say  that  the  Federal  facilities  would  be 
less  than  50  percent  of  the  total. 

This  is  an  overlay  indicating  the  pro¬ 
posed  State  project  in  California,  a  proj¬ 
ect  which  has  been  authorized  by  the 
legislature  of  the  State  of  California. 
They  passed  a  bond  issue  which  will  be 
on  the  ballot  this  year  for  $1.75  billion 
for  a  State  project.  They  have  already 
spent  about  $172  million  on  this.  They 
have  a  substantial  appropriation  that 
they  are  working  on  at  the  present  time. 
This  is  the  portion  in  red,  starting  with 
the  Oroville  Dam,  and  over  here  North 
Bay  and  South  Bay  aqueducts. 


I  want  to  quickly  point  out,  because  I 
am  running  out  of  time,  how  their  proj¬ 
ect  fit  into  the  Federal  project  and  how 
they  enhance  each  other  and  reduce  the 
cost  to  both  agencies.  This  San  Luis  site 
happens  to  be  the  only  substantial  reser¬ 
voir  site  on  the  west  side  of  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley.  The  State  proposes  to 
bring  water  from  the  delta  area,  take  it 
down  through  the  valley,  take  it  over  the 
mountains  and  into  the  Los  Angeles -San 
Diego-San  Bernardino  area.  They  need 
storage  for  water  en  route,  and  therefore 
they  need  this  storage  here  in  this  area, 
since  this  is  the  only  real  good  site.  They 
need  approximately  1  million  acre-feet  of 
storage.  The  Federal  project,  which  has 
been  on  the  drawing  boards  for  the  last 
20  years  and  which  we  are  discussing 
today,  the  San  Luis  project,  needs  ap¬ 
proximately  1  million  acre-feet  of  storage 
to  take  care  of  this  San  Luis  area  in  here. 
Therefore,  by  joining  together  and  using 
the  same  site  but  simply  building  a  dam 
a  little  bit  higher,  we  are  able  to  reduce 
the  cost  both  to  the  Federal  Government 
and  to  the  State  and  at  the  same  time 
tie  the  two  projects  together  at  this 
point.  I  want  to  make  it  completely  clear 
that  outside  of  this  point,  the  State  will 
have  its  own  canal  system,  its  own  pump¬ 
ing  plants,  just  as  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  already  has  in  the  existing  canal 
to  get  this  water  into  the  Federal  San 
Luis  area.  The  State  will  not  serve  water 
in  the  Federal  area  and  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  not  serve  water  in  the  State 
area.  They  are  completely  separate  and 
apart.  So,  for  all  practical  purposes, 
they  are  two  entirely  separate  projects 
except  that  they  are  using  a  common 
site  or,  as  if  they  were  operating  two 
entirely  separate  businesses  out  of  the 
same  building. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  think  the  gentleman 
should  state  that  the  area  upon  which 
this  reservoir  will  be  situated  is  currently 
owned  by  the  State  of  California ;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  SISK.  That  is  correct.  And  this, 
of  course,  goes  to  the  point  that  our  col¬ 
league,  the  distinguishd  chairman  of  the 
Rules  Committee,  mentioned  awhile  ago 
with  reference  to  the  commitments  of 
the  State  to  go  through  with  it ;  the  State 
of  California  has  already  proceeded  to 
purchase  lands  on  this  reservoir  site.  I 
do  not  think  they  are  all  acquired,  most 
of  the  site  has  already  been  acquired  and 
is  now  in  the  hands  of  the  State. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  piece  of  legislation 
in  essence  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  the  State  of  California  for  a  joint- 
use  development  which  will  reduce  the 
cost  of  the  Federal  project  by  about  $55 
million;  and  at  the  same  time  will  do 
the  job  that  is  needed  to  be  done  in  this 
area  where  water  is  so  desperately 
needed.  At  the  same  time  it  will  help 
the  State  to  construct  and  operate  its 
own  project  in  the  transportation  of 
water  from  the  water  surplus  areas  of 
the  north  to  the  water-deficient  areas 
of  the  south. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  SISK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BOW.  I  do  not  know  whether  I 
have  clearly  in  mind  the  gentleman’s 
thought,  but  there  is  an  item  that  I 
should  like  to  inquire  about  from  the 
appropriations  standpoint.  On  page  12, 
in  section  8,  there  is  the  figure  of  $290,- 
430,000.  Then  I  find  on  line  19  on  the 
same  page  the  language — 

There  are  also  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  in  addition  thereto,  such  amounts  as 
are  required  (a)  for  construction  of  such 
distribution  systems  and  drains  as  are  not 
constructed  by  local  interests — 

Can  the  gentleman  advise  us  or  give 
us  any  idea  as  to  what  that  open-end 
authorization  would  amount  to?  We 
have  $290  million  and  here  is  an  au¬ 
thorization  for  appropriation  without 
any  limiting  amount  set  out. 

Mr.  SISK.  I  appreciate  the  question 
the  gentleman  asks  and  I  certainly  want 
to  be  truthful  in  answering  it.  This  is 
the  identical  language,  so  far  as  I  know, 
used  in  every  reclamation  project.  This 
is  to  provide  that  if  the  people  in  the 
area — in  the  Westlands  Water  District, 
or  in  other  districts — if  they  desire,  they 
may  contract  in  seperate  contracts  for 
funds  to  construct  the  irrigation  dis¬ 
tribution  system  to  carry  water  to  in¬ 
dividual  farms,  or  they  can  do  it 
through  their  own  facilities,  or  they  can 
do  it  through  some  other  method. 
There  are  a  number  of  ways.  Many  of 
these  irrigation  districts  handle  their 
own  financing  in  other  ways.  But  this 
provides  that  if  the  irrigation  districts 
desire  and  if  an  equitable  agreement  can 
be  woi-ked  out  between  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  and  the  irrigation  districts, 
the  money  can  be  borrowed  to  construct 
their  irrigation  facilities. 

Mr.  BOW.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield 
further,  I  note  on  page  6  of  the  report 
the  statement  that — 

The  distribution  and  drainage  systems 
which,  as  previously  stated,  could  be  con¬ 
structed  by  the  Federal  Government  or  by 
the  water  users  are  estimated  to  cost 
$192,650,000. 

So  that  what  we  are  in  effect  doing 
here  is  authorizing  $290,430,000,  plus  the 
$192,650,000;  and  I  note  further  that 
there  is  an  open  end  appropriation  for 
operation  and  maintenance  costs.  So 
operation  and  maintenance  also  could 
be  included  in  addition  to  the  $290,430,- 
000  and  the  $192,650,000. 

Mr.  SISK.  Any  contract  which  the 
Bureau  would  enter  into  would  require 
the  payment  of  O.  &  M.  costs  year-by¬ 
year  by  the  district,  so  that  does  not  be¬ 
come  a  call  upon  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  O.  &  M. 

As  I  said,  the  proposed  irrigation  dis¬ 
tribution  system  would  serve  approxi¬ 
mately  440,000  acres,  and  this  runs  in 
the  neighborhood  of  $200  million,  $192 
million,  whatever  figure  the  gentleman 
used.  In  these  reclamation  projects  we 
use  this  language  here  which  would  per¬ 
mit  a  district  if  it  desires  to  build  a 
system  through  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

■Mr‘  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  additional  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 


Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mi*.  SISK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Will  the  gentleman  from 
California  tell  the  committee,  will  the 
Government  recover  any  interest  on 
these  advancements? 

Mr.  SISK.  The  only  interest  that  will 
be  paid  on  these  funds  will  be  for  mu¬ 
nicipal  water  deliveries.  In  this  area 
there  are  several  small  towns.  There  is 
one  fair-sized  city,  the  city  of  Coalinga, 
which  recently  was  paying  about  $2,150 
per  acre-foot  for  its  drinking  water. 
They  have  a  deplorable  water  situation. 
This  project  provides  for  a  water  sys¬ 
tem  for  the  city  of  Coalinga.  Of  course, 
interest  will  be  paid  on  their  portion; 
other  than  that  it  is  for  irrigation  pur¬ 
poses  only.  This  is  a  regular  project 
fitting  into  the  reclamation  law,  which 
provides  for  these  projects  to  be  paid  for 
without  interest.  It  will  be  only  mu¬ 
nicipal  water  on  which  there  will  be  in¬ 
terest  paid. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  happy  to 
have  an  opportunity  to  answer  as  best 
I  can  any  questions  Members  may  have 
on  this  project.  In  the  time  I  have  left 
I  want  to  refer  to  this  other  map.  When 
I  spent  so  much  time  on  this  one,  I  never 
got  to  this.  This  is  identically  the 
same  project,  but  blown  up  in  that  spe¬ 
cific  area  which  is  to  be  served  by  the 
San  Luis  project.  It  does  not  show  the 
extreme  north  end  of  the  State  as  this 
map  does.  It  shows  the  way  the  State 
project  would  fit  into  the  Federal  project. 

I  want  to  add  one  thing  in  summation, 
that  this  overall  San  Luis  State  and 
Federal  project  is  approximately  a  $500- 
million  project,  with  a  total  cost  to  the 
Federal  Government,  provided  this 
agreement  can  be  arrived  at  which  is  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  legislation,  of  about 
$234  million,  and  with  the  cost  to  the 
State  about  $266  million,  for  this  part  of 
the  State’s  project. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Is  the  project  as  to 
San  Luis  mox*e  Federal  or  more  State? 
I  am  not  clear  on  the  hybrid  character 
of  it.  It  seems  to  me  this  is  a  very  im¬ 
portant  point,  because  whether  or  not 
it  is  more  Federal  than  State  or  more 
State  than  Federal  has  a  great  deal  to 
do  with  whether  the  reclamation  law 
applies.  Will  the  gentleman  comment 
on  that? 

Mr.  SISK,  The  reclamation  law  will 
apply  100  percent  to  the  entire  Federal 
area.  There  is  no  State  water  to  be  de¬ 
livered  in  this  area  at  all.  The  only 
thing  the  State  does  is  that  through  its 
own  canals  it  brings  water  down  here, 
puts  it  into  a  reservoir  which  they  have 
paid  cash  for,  their  portion  of  it,  then 
out  through  their  own  State  canals  down 
into  the  southern  end  of  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley,  Kern  County,  and  over  the 
Tehachapis  into  Los  Angeles  County. 
The  State  of  California  will  deliver  the 
waters  for  State  purposes  into  this  area. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Is  it  not  true  they 
are  using  Federal  facilities  to  deliver  the 
water? 
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Mr.  SISK.  No;  they  are  not. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  What  is  that,  then? 

Mr.  SISK.  Does  the  gentleman  see 
the  green  canal? 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  SISK.  That  is  existing  Federal 
facilities;  that  is,  the  facilities  in  which 
the  Federal  water  will  flow  down  here 
and  go  through  Federal  pumps,  out  to 
Federal  facilities.  And  the  water  will 
go  out  through  a  Federal  canal  into  a 
Federal  service  area.  The  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  separate  and  apart  from  the 
Federal  Government,  through  its  own 
pumps  will  pump  water  into  its  own 
canal  and  bring  that  water  down  to 
this  reservoir,  the  construction  costs  of 
which  they  share  in  and  pay  their  full 
share  in  cash  before  it  is  used.  Then 
from  there,  in  their  own  canals  again, 
they  will  bring  the  water  on  down  into 
the  southern  San  Joaquin  and  Los  An¬ 
geles  area.  This  is  completely  and  to¬ 
tally  through  a  State  project. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  But  they  could  not 
do  that  without  the  Federal-supported 
facility;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  do  not  see  any  particu¬ 
lar  dependence  in  that  respect.  The 
only  thing  I  want  to  say  to  my  colleague  ( 
here  is,  if  we  had  two  reservoir  sites — 
if  we  had  one  here  and  another  one 
here — then  the  Federal  Government 
could  build  it  in  one  place  and  the 
State  could  move  over  and  build  it  in 
another  place,  but  the  thing  is  that  the 
cost  would  probably  run  $50  million  to 
$100  million  more  if  that  were  done. 

But  neither  is  dependent  upon  the 
other. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(Mr.  SISK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kirwan], 

♦  (Mr.  KIRWAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  KIRWAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hap¬ 
pen  to  be  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  , 
Appropriations  that  appropriates  for  I 
these  projects  that  are  reported  out  by 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs.  I  want  to  congratulate  them 
for  reporting  out  a  piece  of  legislation 
such  as  this.  It  has  been  my  privilege 
during  the  time  that  I  have  been  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to 
visit  every  major  project  in  the  United 
States,  starting  with  the  Grand  Coulee 
Dam  when  it  was  first  being  built  and 
then  the  Hoover  Dam  and  all  the  rest 
of  them,  right  on  down  to  the  present 
day.  I  have  seen  them  all.  I  have  gone 
over  that  land,  as  I  did  years  ago,  when 
the  land  around  Grand  Coulee  Dam  was 
dry,  when  the  dust  from  an  automobile 
would  be  flying  up  through  the  air  for 
miles.  I  remember  when  I  was  a  young¬ 
ster  working  in  California,  trying  to  take 
water  down  to  the  city  of  Los  Angeles. 
That  was  back  in  1910.  And  that  was 
not  water  for  industrial  purposes,  but 
just  for  drinking  purposes.  There  was 
just  a  little  village  there,  and  the  house 
that  I  used  to  board  in  had  a  picket  fence 
around  it.  That  was  in  downtown  Los 
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Angeles.  Just  think  of  what  Hoover 
Dam  has  done  for  Los  Angeles  and  all 
the  southern  counties  in  the  southern 
part  of  California.  Millions  of  people 
left  the  East  and  went  out  there.  I  have 
been  over  those  projects.  I  went  there 
6  or  7  years  ago  and  I  tell  you,  when  I 
look  at  the  value  those  dams  have  given 
to  America,  it  is  amazing.  This  is  the 
kind  of  project  that  builds  America  and 
gives  a  return  to  the  Government  and 
to  the  people.  There  may  not  be  much 
interest  in  it  in  dollars  and  cents,  but 
that  interest  comes  back  100-fold — yes, 
many,  many  times  to  benefit  America. 

I  have  stated  many  times  on  the  floor 
of  the  Congress  that  any  dollar  that  is 
invested  in  a  sound  investment  in 
America,  and  I  am  speaking  now  of  Fed¬ 
eral  investments  in  such  projects  as  this, 
will  come  back  100-fold.  When  you 
see  all  the  land  out  there  that  this  is 
going  to  irrigate,  you  will  realize  the 
difference  that  it  is  going  to  make.  The 
difference  is  the  difference  between  hu¬ 
man  slaves  trying  to  raise  something  on 
the  land  as  it  is  today,  and  sitting  back 
and  putting  the  water  down  to  irrigate 
the  land.  That  is  the  big  difference. 
You  will  be  stopping  Americans  from 
slaving  out  there.  You  will  be  putting  the 
water  in  that  section  of  the  country  to 
■work — water  that  is  now  being  wasted 
and  going  down  to  the  Pacific  Ocean. 
That  is  the  difference.  Think  of  the 
benefits  that  will  come  back  to  every  one 
of  us.  The  head  of  the  Reclamation  De¬ 
partment  told  me  that  there  has  been 
only  one  dam  or  one  project  in  the 
United  States  that  has  failed  to  pay  out. 
What  a  record  that  is.  That  is  the  best 
record  I  ever  heard  tell  of  in  any  busi¬ 
ness.  You  hear  people  talking  about 
big  business  and  small  business,  but  in 
this  reclamation  project  business,  only 
one  project  has  failed  since  the  day  that 
Theodore  Roosevelt,  that  great  President, 
put  the  reclamation  law  into  effect  back 
in  1902.  I  mean  that  sincerely.  I  know 
the  day  will  come  when  the  people  who 
will  go  out  there,  even  if  it  is  only  for  a 
visit,  will  see  one  of  the  greatest  sights 
not  only  in  all  of  America,  but  one  of 
the  greatest  sights  on  earth  where  this 
project  will  irrigate  400,000  acres  of  land, 
which  today  is  all  sand  and  dry. 

I  am  asking  you  today  if  you  ever  cast 
a  vote  for  a  project,  cast  it  for  this  one, 
and  tell  your  colleagues  that  this  is  one 
of  the  best  that  will  ever  be  built  in  this 
country. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Jensen]. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  like  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kirwan],  I 
have  been  a  member  of  the  committee 
that  has  appropriated  for  every  bill  that 
has  been  brought  out  by  the  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  and  author¬ 
ized  by  Congress  for  the  past  18  years.  I 
have  been  quite  liberal  as  a  conservative 
in  voting  for  and  supporting  most  simi¬ 
lar  irrigation  projects  as  this  one.  I  took 
the  position  long  ago,  after  visiting  all 
the  big  projects  in  America,  in  the  17 
Western  States,  with  all  the  dust  and 
waste  that  was  going  on  there  because  of 
the  lack  of  water,  that  I  would  do  my 
best  to  see  to  it  that  not  one  drop  of 


this  precious  water,  called  “liquid  gold” 
would  be  wasted  away  to  the  sea  if  it 
could  be  properly  and  beneficially  used. 
Of  course  I  have  had  some  misgivings 
about  some  of  these  projects.  I  could 
support  this  project,  which  I  am  going 
to,  with  a  clearer  conscience,  had  it  not 
been  for  the  fact  that  the  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  last 
year  to  have  the  Government  build  the 
Trinity  River  powerplant  at  a  cost  of 
$60  million  of  all  the  taxpayers  money. 
Had  the  Pacific  Gas  &  Light  Co.  built 
that  powerplant,  which  they  were  ready, 
willing,  and  able  to  do,  and  to  furnish 
power  at  a  reasonable  rate,  which  we 
all  know  that  they  do,  they  would  have 
paid  into  the  Federal  Treasury  in  the 
next  50  years  over  $100  million  in  Fed¬ 
eral  taxes  from  power  revenues  from 
that  Trinity  power  plant  alone.  Thus 
over  $160  million  would  have  been  saved 
to  the  taxpayers  of  America.  That 
would  have  gone  a  long  way  in  paying 
for  this  San  Luis  project. 

There  was  another  tiling  that  I  did 
not  appreciate  a  bit.  About  the  last 
thing  Secretary  Chapman  did  before  he 
left  office  was  to  sign  a  contract  with  the 
city  of  Sacramento  which  provided  that 
they  should  get  about  three-fifths  of  the 
power  from  the  Shasta  Dam  at  postage 
stamp  rates,  taking  that  power  away 
from  the  farmers  and  other  people  in 
the  valley  who  had  just  as  much  claim 
to  that  cheap  power  as  did  the  city  of 
Sacramento,  just  to  mention  a  couple 
of  the  things  that  are  distasteful  to  me 
and  many  others  in  this  big  program. 

It  is  things  like  that  that  we  members 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee  must 
take  into  consideration  when  we  appro¬ 
priate  these  vast  sums  of  money  for 
these  irrigation  and  multipurpose  proj¬ 
ects. 

I  know  the  San  Luis  project  will  bring 
great  benefits  to  that  area.  I  also  know 
that  over  a  period  of  years  the  revenues 
which  will  come  into  the  local.  State, 
and  Federal  Governments  are  going  to  be 
enormous,  because  of  the  increased 
prosperity  in  that  area. 

But,  as  I  said  before,  I  do  not  like  the 
idea  that  we  build  powerplants  with  the 
money  of  American  taxpayers  instead  of 
permitting  private  industry  to  build 
those  plants  wherever  it  is  proper  and 
feasible  for  that  to  be  done  and  to  pay 
great  sums  into  the  Federal  Treasury 
from  which  we  can  appropriate  to  build 
our  schools,  take  care  of  the  veterans, 
the  old  people,  and  the  thousand  other 
things  we  have  to  do.  These  private  util¬ 
ities  pay  into  the  Federal  Treasury  every 
year  over  $1  billion  in  Federal  revenues, 
and  in  addition  they  pay  over  $1  billion 
in  State  and  local  taxes  annually.  Let 
us  not  kick  them  in  the  teeth;  let  us 
give  them  the  fair  treatment  they  and 
all  free  private  taxpaying  industry  de¬ 
serve,  which  includes  every  farmer  in 
America.  The  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric 
Co.  is  one  of  the  best,  most  honest,  pri¬ 
vately  owned  corporations  in  America. 
No  one  has  ever  accused  them  of  over¬ 
charging  their  customers. 

I  have  been  all  over  the  San  Luis  pro j  - 
ect;  I  have  zigzagged  back  and  forth 
the  full  length  of  the  Central  Valley,  in 
the  State  of  California,  and  in  all  the 


Western  States.  I  apologize  to  no  one 
for  the  position  I  have  taken  and  for  the 
support  I  have  given  to  those  great  proj¬ 
ects  which  have  done  so  much  for  the 
western  people  and  are  paying  out  and 
we  must  thank  the  American  people  who 
have  loaned  the  money  without  too  much 
complaint  to  develop  that  great  desert 
area  of  the  West. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Kyl], 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  my 
colleagues  will  pardon  my  taking  a 
moment  to  direct  a  comment  to  the 
Chairman  of  the  Interior  Committee, 
the  gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Aspi¬ 
nall].  I  am  the  youngest  member  of 
his  committee,  coming  here  in  mid- 
session;  and  I  want  to  thank  this  gentle¬ 
man,  on  the  record,  for  the  help  and 
assistance  he  has  given  to  me  as  he 
always  gives  full  consideration  and  help 
to  all  members  of  the  committee.  He 
even  helped  me  resist  the  temptation  to 
avoid  the  daily  sessions  of  the  committee. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  and  congrat¬ 
ulate  you. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  kind 
remarks. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Gubser]. 

(Mr.  GUBSER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  San  Luis  project.  I 
wish  to  commend  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Aspinall]  and  the  author  of 
the  bill,  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Sisk]  for  their  fine 
and  clear  presentations  on  this  project. 
Perhaps  at  the  risk  of  trying  to  gild  the 
lily,  I  shall  attempt  to  explain  it  in  my 
own  manner  by  using  a  little  different 
approach. 

Let  us  assume  for  a  moment  that  the 
Republican  National  Committee  and  the 
Democratic  National  Committee  both 
wish  to  build  new  headquarters  close  to 
the  Capitol  here  in  Washington,  D.C.  It 
is  estimated  that  each  needs  two  floors, 
but  there  is  only  one  available  site  close 
to  the  Capitol.  So  the  Republican  Com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Democratic  Committee 
get  together  and  say:  “It  is  foolish  to 
seek  out  two  expensive  sites ;  let  us  build 
a  four-story  building  on  this  one  lot  and 
then  two  floors  of  it  will  go  to  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Committee  and  two  floors  to  the 
Republican  Committee  and  we  will  make 
our  own  rules  about  how  we  will  use  our 
own  two  floors.  We  will  each  get  water 
from  a  common  reservoir  maintained  by 
the  city  of  Washington,  but  we  will  each 
be  on  a  meter  that  measures  the  water 
consumed  and  we  will  pay  for  this  water. 
However,  we  will  use  it  as  we  see  fit.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  simile  may  seem 
farfetched,  but  that  is  exactly  what  the 
proposition  is.  There  is  only  one  lot  or 
one  reservoir  site  available,  and  that  is 
the  San  Luis  site. 

We  are  proposing  that  the  State  of 
California  build  a  capacity  of  1  million 
acre-feet  with  its  money  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  build  its  capacity  of  1 
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million  acre-feet  with  its  money.  Then 
we  will  each  make  our  own  rules  and  reg¬ 
ulations  about  what  we  do  with  the 
water  stored  with  our  own  money.  It 
is  not  at  all  unlike  having  one  barrel 
in  which  two  people  store  water.  The 
water  in  the  barrel  is  intermingled  and 
you  cannot  identify  each  separate  atom. 
But  water  is  water.  If  you  put  in  5  gal¬ 
lons  you  take  out  5  gallons.  It  is  just 
that  simple. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  I  strongly  support  this  project, 
but  I  have  some  question  about  certain 
details  that  will  emerge  as  time  goes  on. 
Title  43,  United  States  Code,  section  523, 
reads : 

Water  impounded,  stored  or  carried  in 
Federal  reclamation  facilities  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  Federal  reclamation  law. 

Would  the  gentleman  like  to  comment 
on  this  code  section? 

Mr.  GUBSER.  May  I  point  out  to  the 
gentleman  that  the  law  he  reads  con¬ 
cerns  Federal  reclamation  facilities 
which  are  built  100  percent  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  This  is  a  joint  facil¬ 
ity  and  not  built  100  percent  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  May  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  Does  the  Federal  reclamation 
law  contain  any  language  at  all  exclud¬ 
ing  any  part  of  such  waters  because  a 
State  shares  in  some  part  or  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  Federal  reclamation 
project? 

Mr.  GUBSER.  The  gentleman  should 
present  that  question  some  time  later  to 
the  experts  on  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs.  I  am  quite 
confident  that  at  no  time  has  it  ever  been 
held  that  the  law  of  one  government 
must  apply  to  a  portion  of  a  project 
which  is  built  with  funds  of  a  State  or 
local  government. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  think  the  simple 
answer  to  the  gentleman’s  question  is 
that  this  is  two  separate  projects  co¬ 
existing  in  the  same  identical  space. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  The  gentleman  is 
right. 

Mr.  YOUNGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  YOUNGER.  The  question  that 
my  colleague  raises  is  the  reason  why 
section  7  must  remain  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  point  out  one  other  advan¬ 
tage  of  this  project  which  I  do  not  think 
has  been  mentioned  and  probably  will 
not  be  mentioned.  Once  the  San  Luis 
project  is  completed,  we  are  not  re¬ 
stricted  to  serving  only  the  area  which 
has  been  described  here  today  as  the 
San  Luis  project,  because  we  will  have 
an  investment  with  which  we  can  extend 
the  service  to  other  areas  of  California 
which  are  badly  in  need  of  water.  I 
refer  specifically  to  what  is  called  the 
central  coast  area.  This  area  includes 


Santa  Clara  County,  the  sixth  ranking 
county  in  the  Nation  as  far  as  agricul¬ 
tural  production  is  concerned.  It  in¬ 
cludes  San  Benito  County,  it  includes 
Santa  Cruz  County,  and  Monterey 
County — all  rich  agricultural  areas. 

This  Congress  has  already  appro¬ 
priated  $220,000  to  match  $220,000  of 
local  funds  to  determine  the  feasibility 
of  pushing  a  tunnel  through  the  moun¬ 
tains  at  the  back  of  the  proposed  San 
Luis  Reservoir  in  order  to  serve  this  area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an  area  which 
has  conserved  every  drop  of  water  nat¬ 
ural  to  the  area  by  its  own  initiative. 
This  is  an  area  which,  in  certain  parts, 
has  taxed  itself  $3.80  per  $100  of  assessed 
valuation  to  conserve  water.  It  is  an 
area  which  grows  apricots,  prunes,  row 
crops,  berries,  and  various  other  specialty 
crops.  This  is  an  area  which  is  cut  off 
from  the  main  source  of  water  by  a 
mountain  range.  It  must  have  supple¬ 
mental  water  if  it  is  to  survive.  The 
construction  of  this  project  will  bring 
Federal  water  100  miles  closer  at  an 
elevation  100  feet  higher,  making  it 
feasible  to  extend  service  to  this  great 
water-deficient  area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  in  California  are 
very  grateful  to  this  Congress  because 
you  have  helped  us  in  solving  a  terrific 
problem.  We  have  a  fabulous  increase 
in  population.  We  have  a  peculiar  topo¬ 
graphical  situation  where  the  water  is  at 
one  end  and  the  people  at  the  other. 
We  are  grateful  to  you  for  all  you  have 
done  in  solving  our  problem  and  in  ab¬ 
sorbing  that  fabulous  increase  in  popu¬ 
lation.  We  ask  you  once  more  to  help 
us  by  passing  this  San  Luis  bill. 

[Mr.  ULLMAN  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

(Mr.  HOSMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 

marks  ^ 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  1542 
Juan  Rodriguez  Cabrillo  put  into  San 
Diego  Bay,  went  ashore  and  found  the 
San  Diego  River  which  he  wanted  to  use 
to  wash  his  beard  in,  but  he  could  find 
no  water  in  it.  California  has  been  hav¬ 
ing  water  problems  ever  since  that  time. 

The  people  who  came  out  to  California 
in  the  early  days  before  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  was  ever  heard  of  got  busy  and 
built  many  of  their  own  projects;  and  as 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Sisk]  indicated,  over  half  of  the  State’s 
farmlands  are  supplied  by  local  private 
projects  or  public  non-Federal  projects. 
Then  there  came  along  the  developments 
and  increasing  State  population  of  the 
20th  century.  San  Francisco  had  to  go 
all  the  way  over  to  Hetch-Hetchy,  which 
is  somewhere  in  the  vicinity  of  Yosemite 
Valley,  in  this  portion  of  the  State  of 
California,  all  that  distance,  for  its 
water.  They  have  put  a  pipe  across,  and 
take  it  from  there  to  San  Francisco 
many,  many  miles  away. 

The  great  city  of  Los  Angeles,  had  to 
go  up  in  the  hills  to  another  location, 
many  miles  away,  and  install  a  vastly 
imaginative  water  project  the  like  of 
which  the  world  had  never  before  seen. 
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It  brought  water  down  to  supply  that 
portion  of  the  State’s  growing  popula¬ 
tion  and  industry  and  turn  this  essen¬ 
tially  desert  property  into  the  oasis  it  is 
today. 

Further  down  in  the  State  we  had  to 
augment  the  water  supply  for  the  coastal 
plain  around  San  Diego  and  for  the  great 
Imperial  Valley  by  the  works  along  the 
Colorado  River,  Hoover  Dam,  Parker 
Dam,  and  so  forth. 

It  is  a  magnificent  tribute  to  the 
imagination  of  the  men  who  conceived 
these  projects  and  the  ability  of  the  men 
who  executed  them,  and  financed  them, 
incidentally,  that  this  great  State  exists 
as  it  does  today. 

I  brought  this  different  map,  a  molded 
relief  map,  out  here  becasue  it  shows  the 
actual  mountain  ranges  that  hinder  the 
movement  of  the  water  in  this  State. 
It  illustrates  why  this  San  Luis  project 
is  needed. 

In  the  southern  part  of  the  State  the 
problem  is  chiefly  the  lack  of  water.  In 
the  far  northern  part  of  the  State  the 
problem  is  a  superabundance  of  water 
and  flooding.  In  the  central  portion  of 
the  State  by  San  Francisco  and  below 
Sacramento,  the  so-called  delta  area,  the 
water  problem  is  the  contamination  of 
the  water  by  boron  and  things  like  that. 
The  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Baldwin]  is  going  to  introduce  an 
amendment,  which  I  think  nobody  ob¬ 
jects  to,  to  protect  the  water  purity  in 
that  area.  He  is  always  zealous  in  the 
protection  of  the  interests  of  his  con¬ 
stituency. 

In  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  area,  which 
is  ably  represented  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Gubser]  who  spoke 
a  moment  ago,  there  is  a  water  problem. 
Essentially  what  he  wants  is  to  take  this 
same  San  Luis  Reservoir  and  dig  a  hole 
in  the  back  of  it,  the  Pacheco  Tunnel,  to 
get  some  water  down  to  his  vital  area, 
too.  So  you  can  see  that  all  up  and  down 
the  State  we  have  problems.  They  are 
not  the  same  problems  at  all.  They  are 
at  variance,  and  their  solution  essen¬ 
tially,  to  some  extent,  involves  an  inva¬ 
sion  of  what  the  other  man  wants  to  do. 
That  is,  give  and  take  is  necessary. 

In  short,  the  problem  of  water  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  like  a  can  of  worms.  It  has 
been  even  more  complicated  by  a  recent 
recommendation  of  a  master  in  the  suit 
between  Arizona  and  California  that  a 
good  deal  more  water  go  to  Arizona  than 
had  previously  been  anticipated.  It  is  a 
problem  that  has  placed  upon  the  people 
of  California  for  generations  an  aware¬ 
ness  of  the  necessity  and  the  will  and  the 
compelling  reasons  to  do  something 
about  it. 

The  vast  projects  I  have  mentioned  are 
only  the  beginning.  If  the  State  is  to  be 
able  to  progress  and  be  able  to  live  in 
the  future,  more  and  additional  water 
projects  are  necessary. 

I  want  to  make  sure  this  is  understood; 
The  San  Luis  project  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Sisk]  is  talking 
about  is  a  project  that  will  irrigate  some 
half  million  acres  in  roughly  the  portion 
of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  around  Fresno. 
As  he  explains,  the  San  Joaquin  River 
runs  north,  the  Sacramento  River  runs 
south;  they  meet  in  the  delta  area. 
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Other  rivers  come  down  off  the  hills  to 
join  them  along  their  courses.  The 
coastal  mountains  separate  the  valley 
from  the  coastal  area.  The  project  of 
which  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Sisk]  speaks  is  in  the  middle  of  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley.  If  the  State  itself 
is  going  to  solve  its  water  problems  in  a 
cooperative  way  by  taking  the  excess 
water  from  the  north  and  taking  it  south, 
it  has  to  follow  some  route  that  roughly 
traverses  the  length  of  this  San  Joaquin 
Valley. 

Now  you  cannot  go  down  the  middle 
of  the  valley,  naturally,  because  the  flow 
is  in  the  wrong  direction.  You  have  to 
move  it  in  canals  along  these  hills  here 
after  you  pump  water  up  from  the  Delta 
area  at  the  Tracy  Pumping  Station. 
Since  the  water  from  the  north  is  pro¬ 
duced  in  the  winter,  it  has  to  be  stored 
so  that  the  arid  south  can  use  it  in  the 
summer.  That  is  where  the  San  Luis 
Reservoir  site  comes  in,  so  far  as  the 
State  of  California  north-to-south  water 
plan  is  concerned.  It  is  something  re¬ 
lated  to,  but  not  the  project  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  [Mr.  Sisk]  wants 
to  use  to  irrigate  this  half  million  acres. 
That  San  Luis  reservoir  site  happens  to 
be,  according  to  the  geographical  facts  of 
life  in  California,  the  only  site  where  a 
reservoir  can  be  built.  So  you  see  we 
have  two  different  forces  here  wanting 
to  use  this  reservoir  site.  We  have  the 
State  of  California  with  its  north-to- 
south  water  plan  and  then  we  have  the 
people  who  want  this  Federal  San  Luis 
project  to  irrigate  these  acres  around 
Fresno  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley.  Of 
course,  the  only  sensible  thing  to  do  is 
to  get  together.  Well,  we  tried  a  lot  of 
different  ways  to  get  together.  This 
project  has  many  years  of  history  be¬ 
hind  it,  and  with  all  these  various  groups 
fighting  back  and  forth  there,  it  was  a 
very,  very  difficult  thing  to  get  them 
together.  In  the  beginning,  most  of  the 
groups  in  California  insisted  that  the 
Federal  Government  was  not  going  to 
have  anything  to  do  with  this  reservoir 
here.  The  southern  group  said:  “Gee, 
when  you  get  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
mixed  up  in  this  thing,  the  first  thing 
you  know  some  bureaucrat  hidden  in 
Washington  will  turn  the  valves  and  you 
will  not  get  any  water  at  all.  Not  only 
that,  in  the  first  place  you  have  to  go 
down  to  Washington  and  beg  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  give  you  some  money  for  a  proj¬ 
ect.  We  ought  to  do  it  at  home,  take 
care  of  it  ourselves  and  keep  the  Federal 
Government  out  of  this.” 

But,  some  second  thoughts  occurred 
which  were:  “Poor  Mr.  Sisk  over  there — 
if  you  keep  the  Federal  Government  out, 
altogether,  he  is  not  going  to  have  his 
people  taken  care  of.  After  all,  it  is  one 
State  and  why  do  we  not  all  get  together 
on  it?” 

Well,  the  first  attempt  at  getting  to¬ 
gether  was  the  idea  to  have  the  State  to 
build  this  project,  have  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  put  up  some  of  the  money  and 
work  out  mutual  cooperation  that  way, 
to  let  Mr.  Sisk  get  his  water  from  the 
San  Luis  area  and  have  the  rest  of  it 
move  to  Kern  County  and  further  south 
in  an  all  State  project.  Then,  the  State 
will  keep  control  of  it  and  we  will  not 
have  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  back  in 


Washington  chopping  off  the  water. 
Finally,  we  got  around  to  where  we  said, 
“Well,  that  is  probably  not  the  way  to 
do  it  or  to  go  about  it.  They  want  to  do 
some  integrating  of  the  Federal  San 
Luis  project  with  this  Federal  Central 
Valley  project  and  there  are  a  lot  of 
other  factors  that  might  make  it  better 
if  the  Federal  Government  did  it  jointly 
with  the  State.”  Out  of  that  came  the 
bill  before  you  today. 

In  other  words,  we  have  one  reservoir 
site  here  and  two  people  wanting  to  use 
it.  We  settled  and  got  together  on  build¬ 
ing  a  joint  reservoir.  Mr.  Sisk’s  project, 
the  San  Luis  project  has  need  for  about 
1  million  acre-feet  of  storage  capacity 
and  in  order  to  handle  the  State  north- 
to-south  water  plan,  it  needs  roughly  an¬ 
other  1,100,000  more  acre-feet  of  storage 
capacity.  So  we  said,  let  us  build  a  dam 
that  will  store  2,100,000  acre-feet  and  we 
can  both  use  it  and  we  will  share  our 
costs.  Now  the  State  will  pump  its 
water  in  there  when  it  can  get  it  during 
the  rainy  season,  store  it,  and  then  it 
will  pump  its  water  out  in  the  dry  sea¬ 
son  when  it  is  needed.  The  Federal 
Government  will  take  its  water  and 
pump  it  in  there  in  the  wet  season  and 
it  will  take  the  Federal  Government 
water  up  and  pump  it  down  into  Mr. 
Sisk’s  project  when  it  is  needed  there. 
Well,  that  is  reasonable.  The  only  thing 
is  you  cannot  take  every  drop  of  water 
and  say — this  is  water  that  the  Federal 
people  put  in  and  this  is  water  that  the 
State  people  put  in,  and  that  you  have 
to  take  that  same  exact  drop  of  water 
out.  That  is  foolishness.  Of  course,  we 
have  in  the  law  a  doctrine  known  as  the 
doctrine  of  fungible  goods. 

These  great  grain  storage  places  all 
over  the  Middle  West  are  full  of  many 
people’s  grain.  They  store  it  in  there, 
but  they  do  not  get  the  same  grain  out 
that  they  put  in.  They  get  a  chit  that 
says,  “You  have  so  many  bushels  of 
grain  here,  and  when  you  come  in  you 
can  get  that  same  amount  of  that  same 
kind  of  grain  out,  but  we  are  not  going 
to  mark  all  of  this  grain  with  your  name 
on  it.” 

The  same  is  true  with  water.  As  a 
consequence,  a  few  moments  ago  I  made 
the  remark  that  this  is  essentially  two 
separate  projects,  coexisting  at  one  and 
the  same  place.  Because  of  the  uniden¬ 
tifiable  nature  of  each  and  every  mole¬ 
cule  of  water,  what  I  say  is  borne  out. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONAS.  What  does  the  State  do 
with  the  water  it  is  bringing  down  from 
the  north? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  It  is  not  bringing  any 
down  now.  This  is  a  project  on  which 
the  State  is  voting  on  issuing  bonds  at 
the  present  time. 

Mr.  JONAS.  It  is  not  using  the  canal 
so  far? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  No.  There  is  a  Fed¬ 
eral  canal  in  here  already. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  All  we  are  trying  to 
do  at  this  time  is  to  insure  necessary 
right-of-way  along  the  river. 


Mr.  HOSMER.  Yes.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  State  has  been  spending  sev¬ 
eral  million  dollars  to  acquire  right-of- 
way  for  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  site  it¬ 
self.  That  money  is  being  put  up  by  the 
State  as  part  of  its  share  of  the  joint 
project.  I  have  tried  to  make  that  clear 
but  I  see  some  of  the  Members  have  a 
rather  quizzical  look  on  their  faces.  Let 
me  reiterate:  These  are  two  separate 
projects.  There  is  a  State  project  and 
there  is  a  Federal  project.  What  the  bill 
does  is  to  put  up  the  money  for  the  Fed¬ 
eral  project  and  authorizes  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  enter  into  a  contract 
with  the  State  of  California  for  the  joint 
enjoyment  of  this  reservoir  space  and 
certain  other  necessary  accouterments 
so  that  it  can  be  used  by  both,  with  the 
costs  being  shared  equitably  by  each. 

This  brings  me  down  to  section  7  about 
which  we  have  a  certain  amount  of  ar¬ 
gument.  Generally,  I  am  in  favor  of  the 
160-acre  limitation.  My  heart  does  not 
bleed  any  time  anybody  criticizes  it,  but 
I  think  it  has  been  a  generally  good 
thing  for  the  country.  I  also  recognize 
that  where  you  have  a  State  project, 
that  is  something  else,  and  that  you 
cannot  and  should  not  attempt  to  im¬ 
pose  a  Federal  law  on  a  State  project 
that  just  because  it  is  occupying  the 
same  space  with  the  Federal  project.  By 
no  stretch  of  the  imagination  is  there 
any  reason  why  it  should,  just  because 
as  independent  projects,  they  happen  to 
be  occupying  the  same  space  for  which 
they  have  both  paid  their  separate  inde¬ 
pendent  amounts  of  money.  There  is  no 
reason  for  it,  in  my  mind. 

I  fully  agree  with  the  report  of  this 
committee,  which  says  that  section  7  is 
surplusage,  that  without  it  you  could 
take  a  case  to  court  and  get  a  decision 
that  says,  “Of  course.  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  law  does  not  apply  to  the  State 
project.”  The  160-acre  limitation  can¬ 
not  apply  to  this  project  by  any  type  of 
legal  gymnastics  even  without  section  7. 

Then,  why  am  I  up  here  saying  that 
I  want  to  keep  section  7  in?  For  this 
reason:  This  State  project  is  going  to 
require  better  than  a  billion  dollars  for 
just  this  San  Luis  phase  including  dis¬ 
tribution  systems.  The  entire  State¬ 
wide  water  plan  is  going  to  require  $5 
billion  out  of  the  taxpayers  of  the  State 
of  California  before  it  is  through.  What 
section  7  does  and  why  it  is  necessary  is 
illustrated  take  for  instance  the  argu¬ 
ment  between  the  gentleman  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Ullman],  and  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Younger],  It  re¬ 
moves  the  possibility  of  such  arguments 
by  clean  and  distinct  language.  It  as¬ 
sures  the  matter  stay  out  of  litigation 
which  could  last  for  20  years.  Why  spell 
it  out  now  and  keep  it  out  of  court? 
While  the  cases  are  in  court  you  can¬ 
not  go  out  and  get  a  bonding  house  to 
float  bonds.  They  cannot  float  them 
while  litigation  is  pending.  In  Califor¬ 
nia  we  cannot  wait  20  years  for  the  wa¬ 
ter  while  this  thing  is  in  court.  Section 
7  makes  sure  to  begin  with  it  never  goes 
to  court  and  allows  us  to  proceed  with 
our  vitally  needed  State  water  project. 
We  in  the  State  of  California  are  only 
asking  to  be  kept  free  of  litigation  so  we 
can  proceed  to  spend  our  own  money  on 
the  State  North-South  project  needed  to 
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take  care  of  our  own  people.  That  is  all 
we  want  to  do. 

Another  thing  in  reference  to  my  peo¬ 
ple  down  here  in  Southern  California: 
this  water  from  San  Luis  has  to  come 
down  a  long  canal  and  over  what  we 
call  the  Tehachapi  Ridge.  It  has  to  go 
up  a  long  way  over  the  mountains  and 
come  down  a  long  way  to  get  to  Los 
Angeles  and  the  Long  Beach  area,  and  on 
down  the  plain  to  San  Diego  and  the  rest 
of  these  places.  It  is  going  to  be  costly  to 
put  the  works  in  to  do  this. 

A  little  south  is  another  area  in  south 
end  of  the  San  Joaquin  that  also  wants 
some  of  this  water.  That  is  Kern 
County,  an  area  represented  by  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Hagen! . 
Those  people  want  to  take  part  in  the 
water  plan  but  they  do  not  want  any 
part  of  the  160-acre  limitation;  they  do 
not  want  to  be  faced  with  lawsuits, 
do  not  want  to  have  to  fool  around 
with  a  lot  of  nonsense  from  the  Federal 
Government  but  they  are  willing  to  sub¬ 
mit  to  such  limitations  and  control  as 
may  be  imposed  by  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  In  fact.  Governor  Brown  said 
he  was  going  to  put  some  kind  of  acre¬ 
age  limitation  on  them.  But,  from  Sac¬ 
ramento,  the  State  capital,  the  place 
where  it  should  be  done  as  regards  to  the 
State’s  project  which  it  pays  for  itself. 

What  about  this  hassle  over  section 
7  in  connection  with  Mr.  Hagen’s  people? 
If  that  is  out  of  the  bill  they  will  do 
just  as  they  have  done  for  a  hundred 
years,  keep  pumping  water  and  just  tell 
everybody  else  to  go  take  a  walk.  What 
does  that  mean  to  my  people  in  Los 
Angeles?  It  simply  means  that  the  size 
of  the  water  conduits  along  the  valley 
and  over  the  mountains  from  the  San 
Luis  Reservoir  to  Los  Angeles  will  need 
to  be  only  half  as  big,  but  it  will  still 
cost  90  percent  of  what  it  would  to  build 
it  of  sufficient  size  also  to  supply  Mr. 
Hagen’s  people.  Thus  the  cost  of  this 
water  to  my  people  would  be  greatly  in¬ 
creased  if  the  Kern  County  people  take 
a  walk  on  the  project.  It  would  cost  my 
people  almost  twice  as  much  as  it  would 
to  get  water  in  cooperation  with  Kern 
County  projects.  That  is  what  these 
opponents  of  section  7  are  going  to  do 
to  us  if  they  succeed  in  taking  this  sec¬ 
tion  out  of  the  bill.  It  is  going  to  make 
it  difficult,  and  probably  impossible,  to 
float  bonds;  it  is  going  to  make  it  more 
costly  to  get  water  to  my  people;  it  is 
going  to  delay  unmercifully  getting  the 
water  to  them. 

Incidentally,  let  me  assure  anybody 
from  the  agricultural  States  that  what 
it  is  proposed  to  do  here  for  my  area 
by  the  State  project  will  not  bring  any 
vast  new  areas  into  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion.  In  practical  effect,  what  water  we 
used  on  flora  would  not  be  much  more* 
than  for  a  few  good-sized  window  boxes 
containing  flowers.  It  is  going  to  supply 
our  factories  with  the  water  that  is 
needed;  it  is  going  to  go  to  supply  the 
California  workers’  homes  with  the  water 
they  need;  and  unless  we  can  get  it 
down  there  at  a  not  unreasonable  cost, 
what  an  imposition  that  is  going  to  be 
on  7  million  American  citizens  who  hap¬ 
pen  to  live  in  southern  California.  That 
is  the  reason  why  we  want  this  section 


kept  in  the  bill.  Take  section  7  out  and 
it  is  not  going  to  impose  a  160-acre  lim¬ 
itation  on  Congressman  Hagen’s  people. 
The  only  thing  it  is  going  to  do  is  to 
cause  my  people  to  spend  a  lot  more 
money  to  get  this  water,  go  through  a 
lot  of  lawsuits  to  get  it,  and  go  thirsty 
for  a  long  while  waiting  for  it.  Keep 
section  7  in  the  bill.  That  is  all  we  are 
asking  you  to  do;  it  is  just  that  simple. 
It  is  direct,  I  think  it  is  understandable. 
I  am  not  going  to  try  to  persuade  you 
about  the  merits  of  Mr.  Sisk’s  agricul¬ 
tural  phase  of  the  project.  I  will  merely 
say  that  this  is  probably  one  of  the  best 
reclamation  projects  Congress  has  ever 
had  a  chance  to  vote  on.  Some  of  you 
are  for  reclamation,  some  of  you  are 
against  reclamation.  The  President 
would  like  to  have  this  bill;  the  Vice 
President  would  like  to  have  the  bill; 
and  the  people  of  California  would. 
And,  I  am  speaking  about  the  bill  as 
now  written,  without  deletions.  It  has 
been  explained  that  the  cost  will  eventu¬ 
ally  be  paid  back  and  return  a  good  divi¬ 
dend  to  the  country  overall.  I  am  not 
going  to  try  to  persuade  you  about  that. 
All  I  am  pleading  with  you  to  do  is 
after  we  have  contended  with  this  can 
of  worms  in  California,  after  years  and 
years  of  labor  and  finally  gone  out  and 
got  all  these  diverse  water  districts  and 
groups  together  on  a  bill  they  could 
finally  agree  upon  after  all  these  years, 
please  do  not  louse  it  up  here,  because 
we  have  problems  enough  without  any¬ 
thing  like  that  happening. 

Now  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  First,  does  the  gentleman  think 
he  can  get  this  bill  through  the  other 
body  if  he  keeps  in  the  bill  this  contro¬ 
versial  section  7? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Let  me  say  this,  I  do 
not  think  this  body  which  is  an  inde¬ 
pendent  part  of  the  legislative  branch  of 
the  Government,  should  grovel  itself 
around  to  try  to  figure  out  what  the  other 
body  might  do.  Let  us  face  this  problem 
when  it  comes  up,  and  if  there  is  any  giv¬ 
ing  to  be  done  I  think  it  is  about  time 
that  the  giving  was  done  on  the  other 
side  of  the  Capitol  instead  of  this. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  The  gentleman  said  it 
was  surplusage.  It  seems  to  me  if  it  is 
surplusage  it  would  be  little  to  give  in 
return  for  getting  a  bill  through  this 
House  and  through  the  other  body  and 
making  sure  that  you  have  a  project. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  It  is  surplusage  inso¬ 
far  as  this  bill  is  concerned,  but  it  is  not 
surplusage  insofar  as  its  actual,  prac¬ 
tical  effect  upon  my  part  of  the  country 
is  concerned  and  in  the  financing,  the 
operation  and  the  speed  with  which  we 
can  carry  out  our  State  project. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  It  appears  to  me 
from  reading  this  very  excellent  report 
by  the  Committee  on  the  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  that  that  committee  gave 
this  subject  a  great  deal  of  thought  and 
by  their  thinking  about  this  and  work¬ 
ing  on  it  they  decided  to  put  section  7  in 
the  bill. 
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Mr.  HOSMER.  That  is  right.  Lots  of 
thought  was  given  to  the  matter,  years 
of  thought,  and  this  is  the  way  we  were 
finally  able  to  come  out  with  the  people 
involved  behind  the  project. 

Mr.  BURDICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  BURDICK.  I  may  say  that  I  rise 
as  a  friend  of  the  project,  but  I,  too,  am 
concerned  about  section  7.  Is  it  correct 
to  state  that  the  gentleman  does  not  de¬ 
sire  by  this  legislation  to  amend  the  basic 
reclamation  law? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  No.  There  is  no  in¬ 
tent,  there  is  no  desire,  there  is  no  pos¬ 
sible  way  to  do  it.  Read  section  7  as  the 
gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Ullman] 
did  a  little  while  ago.  At  that  time  I 
thought,  in  my  own  mind,  how  can  this 
gentleman  possibly  have  in  his  mind 
that  this  is  any  attempt  to  alter  general 
reclamation  law?  All  it  says  is  that  the 
State  portion  of  the  project  is  not  going 
to  be  subject  to  anything  but  State  law, 
and  the  other  portions  of  the  bill  say 
the  Federal  parts  of  the  project  are  go¬ 
ing  to  be  subject  to  Federal  law,  which 
is  as  it  should  be.  Does  the  gentleman 
disagree  with  that  States  rights  propo¬ 
sition? 

That  is  a  part  of  the  traditional  way 
we  set  up  our  Constitution. 

Mr.  BURDICK.  One  more  question. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  have  one,  too,  but  it 
is  not  answered. 

Mr.  BURDICK.  On  page  3,  lines  1  to  4, 
it  specifically  defines  that  this  project 
should  be  under  the  application  of  the 
Federal  reclamation  law.  In  the  report 
on  page  15  it  is  stated : 

Its  deletion  from  the  bill  would  have  no 
substantive  effect  on  the  law  applicable  to 
the  San  Luis  undertaking. 

I  submit  to  the  gentleman  that  by 
adding  section  7,  rather  than  getting 
away  from  legal  difficulties  you  will  have 
conflicting  legal  difficulties. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  doubt  that  very 
much.  The  gentleman  must  not  have 
heard  my  answer  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  a  moment  ago.  I  explained  it 
fully.  I  was  talking  about  legal  difficul¬ 
ties  in  California  with  respect  to  floating 
bonds,  for  instance,  that  would  result 
from  this  action  to  delete.  If  we  do  not 
settle  it  on  the  floor  of  Congress  the 
State  may  have  to  take  20  years  to  settle 
it  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Is  the  gentleman 
aware  of  the  fact  that  section  7  is  prob¬ 
ably  in  direct  conflict  right  now  with  a 
recent  ruling  of  the  supreme  court  of 
California? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  am  not  aware  of 
that,  and  I  do  not  believe  it  is  true. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  If  I  might  proceed, 
the  State  supreme  court,  I  would  re¬ 
mind  the  gentleman,  in  a  decision  dated 
April  29  of  this  year,  stated  that  the 
160-acre  limitation  is  in  fact  State  policy 
as  well  as  Federal  law  by  action  of  the 
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State  legislature.  It  goes  on  to  point 
out: 

The  Federal  Congress  by  the  passage 
of  section  5  of  the  Reclamation  Act  has  de¬ 
termined,  lawfully,  that  the  160-acre  limi¬ 
tation  Is  a  basic  part  of  Federal  policy. 
The  State  legislature  has  adopted  this  con¬ 
cept  as  State  policy  by  specifically  author¬ 
izing  irrigation  projects  to  enter  into  con¬ 
tracts  for  project  waters  that  contain  the 
160-acre  limitation. 

That  is  water  code — section  23195 — ■ 
53  AC  718. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  That  is  dandy,  be¬ 
cause  the  gentleman  has  just  made  my 
point  for  me.  Since  he  is  interested  in 
the  160-acre  limitation,  and  since  the 
State  has  accomplished  it  on  State  proj¬ 
ects  already,  why  does  he  not  just  quiet¬ 
ly  say  nothing  about  taking  section  7 
out,  and  rely  on  the  State  law  and  the 
State  supreme  court  decision,  which  he 
has  just  referred  to?  Everything  is  taken 
care  of,  and  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  I  would 
like  to  commend  the  gentleman  from 
California  for  the  tremendous  amount  of 
time  and  effort  he  has  devoted  to  this 
project  over  the  years  and  on  the  very 
fine  statement  he  has  made  here  today. 
May  I  take  this  opportunity  to  associate 
myself  with  the  gentleman’s  remarks. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  For  the  purpose  of  the  legislative 
record  and  history  I  have  obtained  per¬ 
mission  to  include  here  the  following 
portions  of  the  committee  report  which 
deal  with  applicability  of  Federal  law  to 
the  Federal  project  and  section  7  to  the 
State  project: 

Operation  Under  Federal  Reclamation  Law 

Judged  in  accordance  with  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  law,  about  325,000  acres  of  the 
480,000  acres  in  the  Federal  San  Luis  service 
area — that  is,  the  area  within  the  Westlands, 
Panoche  and  San  Luis  Water  Districts — are 
in  large  ownerships  that  will  have  to  be  di¬ 
vided  into  smaller  ownerships.  The  owners 
of  these  large  holdings  are  fully  aware  of  the 
requirements  of  the  antispeculation  and  ex¬ 
cess  Jand  provisions  of  reclamation  law,  and 
the  committee  was  advised  that,  with  the 
exception  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  they 
are  willing  to  sign  recordable  contracts,  in 
compliance  with  reclamation  law,  agreeing  to 
dispose  of  their  excess  acreage.  The  Panoche 
and  San  Luis  districts  have  already  signed 
contracts  with  the  Department  calling  for 
compliance  with  the  excess  land  provisions. 
The  Southern  Pacific  Co.  owns  about  58,000 
acres  within  the  San  Luis  service  area  as 
defined  above,  all  of  which  is  in  the  West- 
lands  Water  District.  A  representative  of 
the  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  appearing  before 
the  committee,  stated  that  the  company  was 
not  interested  in  selling  its  lands.  At  the 
same  time,  he  stated  that  in  the  event  of 
operation  of  the  San  Luis  project  under  rec¬ 
lamation  law  the  company  would  be  willing 
to  sit  down  with  the  district  and  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  and  explore  the  possibilities 
of  obtaining  water  for  company  lands.  The 
committee  understands  that  the  feasibility 
Of  the  project  does  not  depend  upon  furnish¬ 
ing  water  to  the  Southern  Pacific  Co.  lands, 
and  that  the  Westlands  district  will  take  all 
the  water  it  can  get  regardless  of  whether 
it-  serves  the  company  lands.  If  the  com¬ 
pany  lands  are  not  served,  it  would  enable 
the  district  to  pump  less  from  underground. 
The  district  has  the  power  to  tax  the  com¬ 


pany  lands  even  if  they  take  no  project 
water. 

The  committee  certainly  recognizes  the 
problems  raised  by  the  land  ownership  sit¬ 
uation  in  the  San  Luis  service  area.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  committee’s  consideration  of  this 
legislation,  concern  was  expressed  by  many 
individuals  and  groups  lest  the  large  land- 
owners  in  the  San  Luis  service  area  might, 
in  some  way,  be  exempt  from  the  land  limi¬ 
tation  provisions  of  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws.  For  instance,  the  committee  received 
this  expression  from  the  California  Labor 
Federation: 

“This  language  of  the  San  Luis  bills  opens 
the  door  to  unjust  enrichment,  to  monopoly 
of  water  resources,  and  to  subsidized 
giantism  in  agriculture.  *  *  *  We  hope  that 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  will  not 
breach  long-established  national  policy.” 

The  committee  gave  careful  consideration 
to  all  the  views  and  comments  it  received 
along  this  line  and  amended  the  bill  in  sev¬ 
eral  respects. 

The  committee  wants  to  make  it  unmis¬ 
takably  clear  that  the  legislation  it  is  hereby 
reporting  requires  the  operation  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  San  Luis  unit  under  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  law,  including  the  excess  land  pro¬ 
visions  thereof,  and  that  there  is  no  way 
the  large  landowners  in  the  Federal  San 
Luis  service  area  can  avoid  compliance  with 
sueh  provisions. 

Section  1  of  the  bill  provides  that,  “In 
constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining 
the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  shall  be 
governed  by  Federal  reclamation  laws  (act 
of  June  17,  1902  (32  Stat.  388),  and  acts 
amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary 
thereto) ."  An  additional  phrase — “except 
so  far  as  the  provisions  thereof  are  incon¬ 
sistent  with  this  act” — which  was  formerly 
appended  to  this  sentence  was  deleted  by 
the  committee.  While  this  phrase  obviously 
related  only  to  provisions  set  out  in  the 
bill  and  could  not  be  interpreted  as  exempt¬ 
ing  the  project  from  other  unmentioned 
provisions  of  reclamation  law,  the  commit¬ 
tee  nevertheless  removed  it  in  order  to  allay 
the  fears  of  those  objecting  to  it  and  on 
the  basis  that  the  provisions  in  the  bill 
will  speak  for  themselves  and  that  such  de¬ 
letion  will  do  no  harm.  The  following 
colloquy  illustrates  the  careful  consideration 
the  committee  gave  to  this  particular  mat¬ 
ter,  including  its  consideration  of  a  substi¬ 
tute  phrase  reading  "except  as  otherwise 
provided  in  this  act”:  . 

“Mr.  Rogers.  For  a  question  of  counsel: 
What  is  referred  to  by  the  language  ‘except 
as  otherwise  provided  in  that  act’?  In  other 
words,  what  does  the  ‘otherwise’  mean? 

“Mr.  Witmer.  As  you  will  recall,  Mr. 
Chairman,  during  the  hearing  substantially 
the  same  question  was  asked  of  witness  after 
witness.  Each  one  had  in  mind  those  things 
which  were  particularly  pertinent  to  him 
*  *  *.  None  of  the  witnesses  covered  the 
field  fully,  however.  It  seems  to  me  that 
‘except  as  herein  otherwise  provided  in  this 
act’  covers  virtually  everything  in  the  bill 
that  follows  those  words. 

“Now,  let  me  illustrate,  if  I  may,  sir.  If 
this  were  authorized  in  the  usual  manner  to 
be  constructed,  operated,  and  maintained 
under  the  Federal  reclamation  laws,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  could  forthwith  send  up  a  request 
for  appropriations  and,  having  gotten  the 
appropriations,  begin  to  construct.  But  the 
bill,  immediately  following  the  words  you 
are  considering,  lays  conditions  on  such 
construction. 

“One  condition:  The  Secretary  has  to  ne¬ 
gotiate  with  the  State.  Another  condition: 
Until  January  1,  1962,  arrives,  he  cannot  pro¬ 
ceed  without  an  agreement.  Another  condi¬ 
tion:  He  must  have  made  some  arrangement 
for  drainage  works.  Another  condition:  He 
must  specifically  have  gotten  necessary  water 
rights  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  proj¬ 
ect.  And  so  on  throughout  the  bill. 


“In  other  words,  it  seems  to  me  that  every 
provision  of  the  bill  from  there  on  is  an  ex¬ 
ception  to  the  general  authorization  which 
precedes.  If  you  wanted  to  go  into  it  more 
specifically,  you  could  mention,  as  one  of  the 
witnesses  did,  the  authorization  for  recrea¬ 
tion  facilities,  which  are  not  provided  for  in 
general  reclamation  law.  You  could  men¬ 
tion,  as  the  chairman  of  the  full  committee 
has  Just  mentioned,  the  provision  for  joint 
operation  and  joint  control  with  the  State. 
If  you  wanted  to  be  still  more  specific,  you 
could  mention  the  provision  which  author¬ 
izes  the  Secretary  to  turn  over  the  operation 
and  maintenance  of  the  project  to  the  State, 
for  which  there  is  no  provision  in  general 
reclamation  law.  And  so  on. 

“Mr.  Rogers.  In  that  particular  situation, 
is  it  your  opinion  that  the  authority  of  the 
Secretary  to  turn  over  joint  use  facilities  to 
the  State  for  operation  would  open  the  door 
for  exempting  the  project  from  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  160-acre  limitation? 

“Mr.  Witmer.  My  answer,  sir,  to  that  is  a 
clear  and  unequivocal  ‘No.’ 

•  *  *  *  * 

“Mr.  Ullman.  May  I  ask  Just  one  addi¬ 
tional  question :  What  is  your  interpretation 
of  the  effect  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  California  [to  strike  the 
language  ‘except  so  far  as  the  provisions 
thereof  are  inconsistent  with  this  Act’]  as 
against  that  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  [to  substitute  'except  as  otherwise 
provided  in  this  Act’],  for  instance,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  operation  of  the  dam? 
Would  the  language  in  the  two  instances 
make  any  difference? 

“Mr.  Witmer.  I  think  the  language  will 
make  no  difference.  The  effect  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  will  be  no  different.  In  other  words, 
may  I  put  it  this  way,  I  think  the  exceptions 
will  speak  for  themselves  as  being  excep¬ 
tions.” 

To  avoid  any  possible  misinterpretation  on 
the  matter  of  operation  of  the  Federal  San 
Luis  unit  service  area  under  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  law  and  in  order  that  there  could  be 
no  question  as  to  the  committee’s  position 
that  the  State  should  not  be  allowed  to  serve 
lands  within  the  Federal  service  area  the 
committee  adopted  several  clarifying  amend¬ 
ments.  It  amended  section  3(h)  of  the  bill 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(h)  notwithstanding  transfer  of  the  care, 
operation  and  maintenance  of  any  works  to 
the  State,  as  hereinbefore  provided,  any  or¬ 
ganization  which  has  theretofore  entered  into 
a  contract  with  the  United  States  under  the 
Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939,  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  for  a  water  supply  through 
the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including 
joint-use  facilities,  shall  continue  [to  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  same  limitations  and  obligations 
and]  to  have  and  to  enjoy  the  same  rights 
which  it  would  have  had  under  its  contract 
with  the  United  States  and  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (4)  of  section  1  of  the  act  of- 
July  2,  1956  (70  Stat.  483,  43  U.S.C.  485h-l), 
in  the  absence  of  such  transfer,  and  its  en¬ 
joyment  of  such  rights  shall  be  without 
added  cost  or  other  detriment  arising  from 
such  transfer.” 

Attention  is  called  to  the  language  in 
black  brackets  added  by  the  committee. 

The  committee  also  (1)  added  language 
in  section  2  which  provides  that  the  addi¬ 
tional  capacity  in  the  joint-use  facilities  for 
State  use  shall  be  limited  to  service  outside 
of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  and 
(2)  added  a  subsection  to  section  3  stating 
that  the  State  shall  not  serve  any  lands  In 
the  Federal  San  Luis  service  area  except  as 
required  in  connection  with  its  acceptance 
of  the  care,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  Joint-use  facilities.  In  this  connection. 
It  is  quite  clear  that  if  the  State  takes  over 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Joint- 
use  facilities  it  will  be  acting  as  an  agent  of 
the  Federal  Government  under  reclamation 
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law,  so  far  as  its  service  to  the  Federal  San 
Luis  service  area  is  concerned.  The  situation 
would  be  no  different  from  that  in  the  many 
instances  in  which  irrigation  districts  take 
over  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
works  serving  such  districts.  The  districts 
are  still  bound  by  all  the  provisions  of  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  law.  A  portion  of  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  discussion  on  this  particular  matter 
follows : 

“Mr.  Rogers.  •  •  *  Your  answer  would  in¬ 
dicate,  Mr.  Witmer,  that  in  the  event  the 
Secretary  did,  under  the  authority  of  this 
act,  turn  over  the  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  this  project  to  the  State  authority, 
the  State  authority  would  then  be  bound 
by  the  160-acre  limitation? 

“Mr.  Witmer.  The  State  authority  would 
in  my  judgment,  be  operating  in  effect  as 
an  agent  of  the  United  States,  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States.  And  there  would 
be  no  waiver  of  any  provisions. 

“Mr.  Rogers.  And  as  this  bill  is  written, 
there  is  no  place  in  it,  in  your  opinion, 
where  the  Secretary  himself,  if  he  continued 
to  operate  it,  would  have  the  power  or  the 
authority  to  waive  the  160-acre  limitation? 

“Mr.  Witmer.  No,  sir. 

*  *  *  •  * 


“Mr.  Ullman.  I  would  like  to  ask  counsel 
a  question. 

“I  am  rather  intrigued  by  this  last  state¬ 
ment  of  yours — that  the  State  of  California 
would  be  acting  as  an  agent  of  the  Federal 
Government  under  the  reclamation  law.  Is 
that  correct? 

“Mr.  Witmer.  In  effect,  yes. 

“Let  me  give  you  an  analogy.  The  general 
reclamation  laws  provide  for  turning  over 
operation  and  maintenance  of  projects  to 
irrigation  districts.  That  is  done  every  year. 
In  fact,  Congress  encourages  their  being 
taken  over.  But  the  districts  are  still  operat¬ 
ing  for  the  United  States.  They  are  still 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  United  States 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  They  are 
still  bound  by  the  excess  land  laws,  by  the 
requirement  that  water  be  not  delivered  if 
there  is  nonpayment,  etc.  You  can  run 
down  the  whole  list  of  requirements.  What 
you  are  doing  is  substituting  the  districts 
for  the  Secretary  in  the  operation  only.  In 
the  case  of  San  Luis  it  would  be  the  State 
substituting  for  the  Secretary  instead  of 
an  irrigation  district.’’ 


RECLAMATION"  LAW  NOT  APPLICABLE  TO  STATE 
SERVICE  AREAS 


Section  7  of  the  bill  provides  that  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  shall  not  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  areas  served  by  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  Objection  was  raised  in  committee 
to  this  provision  on  the  ground  that  it  will 
“exempt”  the  State-served  lands  from  the 
acreage  limitation  provisions  of  the  Federal 
laws.  In  accepting  section  7,  a  majority  of 
the  committee  points  out  that  there  is  noth¬ 
ing  in  the  reclamation  laws  which,  in  the 
absence  of  a  provision  in  the  bill  affirma¬ 


tively  making  the  land-limitation  provision 
applicable  in  the  State-served  area,  woul< 
forbid  the  State  from  serving  whatever  land 
it  chooses  on  whatever  terms  it  chooses.  Ii 
other  words,  mere  deletion  of  section  7  woule 
not  accomplish .  the  purpose  of  those  wh< 
advocate  requiring  owners  of  the  State 
served  lands  to  observe  the  limitations  whicl 
are  imposed  on  those  served  by  the  Federa 
Government.  It  is,  furthermore,  the  viev 
of  the  majority  that  there  is  no  justiflcatioi 
for  writing  an  affirmative  provision  into  thi 
bill  which  would  require  such  observance 
Its  reasons  for  this  conclusion  are  these: 

(1)  It  is  only  by  chance  that  there  is  am 
connection  between  the  Federal  and  Stati 
projects.  That  connection  arises  from  th< 
physical  fact  that  there  is  one  and  only  on< 
adequate  reservoir  site  in  the  area  and  tha 
both  the  Federal  and  State  Government: 
need  to  use  this  site.  If  two  sites  existed 


each  government  would  be  free  to  use  one  of 
them  on  its  own  terms,  and  the  excess  lands 
question  as  applied  to  State-served  lands 
would  not  even  have  arisen. 

Speaking,  during  committee  debate,  to  the 
matter  of  applying  Federal  law  to  the  State’s 
service  area,  Mr.  Hosmer  one  of  the  authors 
of  the  legislation,  clarified  the  matter  this 
way: 

“So,  I  ask  you  gentleman  to  realize  that  this 
particular  project  we  are  talking  about  which 
the  Federal  Government  would  build  and  the 
project  the  State  wants  to  build,  are  two 
separate  and  entirely  different  projects. 

“Of  necessity  they  must  occupy  the  same 
particular  space.  But  just  because  in  an 
office  building  there  are  several  law  firms  and 
one  of  the  law  firms  is  representing  the  plain¬ 
tiff  in  a  case  and  another  law  firm  is  repre¬ 
senting  the  defendant  does  not  mean  they 
have  a  conflict  of  interest  because  they  are 
operating  out  of  the  same  building.  They 
are  separate  enterprises  and  this  is  exactly 
what  is  occurring  here.” 

(2)  The  water  supply  for  the  State’s  proj¬ 
ect  will  be  derived  from  sources  independent 
of  the  Federal  project’s  water  supply  and,  ex¬ 
cept  for  the  joint  works,  will  be  handled 
through  an  entirely  different  system  of  reser¬ 
voirs,  canals,  and  other  works.  The  Federal 
impoundment  and  transportation  systems  in 
the  Central  Valley  will,  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  project,  be  fully 
utilized  and  could  not,  even  if  there  were  in¬ 
clination  to  do  so,  be  used  to  supply  the 
State  service  area. 

(3)  The  State  will,  under  the  terms  of  the 
bill,  have  paid  its  entire  share  of  the  cost  of 
constructing  the  joint  facilities  prior  to  its 
utilization  of  them  for  storage  and  delivery 
of  water.  Even  if  the  State  were  a  customer 
of  the  United  States — a  water  right  appli¬ 
cant  or  an  irrigation  district,  for  instance — 
it  would  not  be  bound  by  the  acreage  limita¬ 
tion  provisions  under  existing  law  in  these 
circumstances.  The  committee  sees  no  rea¬ 
son  for  treating  the  State,  in  its  capacity  as  a 
partner  in  a  joint  venture  rather  than  a  cus¬ 
tomer,  more  onerously  than  it  would  a  pri¬ 
vate  citizen  or  an  irrigation  district. 

(4)  Insofar  as  there  is  a  problem  of  large 
ownerships  in  the  State-served  area,  the 
committee  is  confident  that  the  Legislature 
of  the  State  of  California  can  and  will  enact 
legislation  expressing  the  public  policy  of 
the  State  and  representing  the  will  of  the 
majority  of  the  people  of  the  State.  There 
would  be  no  more  justification  for  the 
United  States,  in  other  words,  to  decline  to 
enter  into  this  joint  venture  with  the  State 
unless  the  State  makes  its  land-ownership 
policy  conform  to  that  of  the  United  States 
than  there  would  be  for  the  State  to  refuse 
to  enter  into  the  arrangement  unless  the 
United  States  modified  its  policy  to  suit 
that  of  the  State. 

In  order  to  make  clear  the  present  state 
of  the  law  and  the  committee’s  reasons  for 
believing  that  no  exemption  is  provided  by 
section  7,  the  following  more  complete  ex¬ 
planation  is  offered. 

Section  3  of  the  act  of  August  9,- 1912  (37 
Stat.  266,  43  U.S.C.  544)  provides,  in  perti¬ 
nent  part,  that  “no  person  shall  at  any  one 
time  or  in  any  manner  *  *  *  acquire,  own, 
or  hold  irrigable  land  for  which  entry  or 
water  right  application  shall  have  been 
made  under  the  said  reclamation  act  of 
June  17,  1902,  and  acts  supplementary 
thereto  and  amendatory  thereof,  before  final 
payment  in  full  of  all  installments  of  build¬ 
ing  and  betterment  charges  shall  have  been 
made  on  account  of  such  land  in  excess  of 
one  farm  unit  as  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  as  the  limit  of  area  per  entry 
of  public  land  or  per  single  ownership  of 
private  land  for  which  a  water  right  may 
be  purchased  respectively,  nor  in  any  case 
in  excess  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres, 
nor  shall  water  be  furnished  under  said  Acts 


nor  a  water  right  sold  or  recognized  for  such 
excess.” 

During  the  period  when  irrigation  water 
contracts  were  entered  into  with  individuals 
rather  than  organized  districts,  it  is  thus 
clear  that  the  law  forbade  delivery  of  water 
to  more  than  one  farm  unit  held  by  an  in? 
dividual  only  so  long  as  the  entire  construc¬ 
tion  cost  allocated  to  the  excess  unit  had 
not  been  fully  paid.  That  the  law  was  so 
read  and  applied  by  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment  is  shown  in  detail  in  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation’s  printed  publication  entitled 
“Landownership  Survey  on  Federal  Reclama¬ 
tion  Projects”  (1946)  and  the  Interior  De¬ 
partment’s  two-volume  document  prepared 
for  the  Subcommittee  on  Public  Works  and 
Resources  of  the  House  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations  entitled  “Excess  Land 
Provisions  of  the  Federal  Reclamation  Laws 
and  the  Payment  of  Charges”  (1956). 

The  same  rule  has  been  held  to  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  irrigation  district  contracts.  Speak¬ 
ing  of  the  relation  between  the  1912  act  and 
the  excess-land  provisions  of  the  act  of  May 
25,  1926  (44  Stat.  649,  43  U.S.C.  423e),  the 
Associate  Solicitor  of  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment  advised  the  Commissioner  of  Reclama¬ 
tion  on  October  22,  1947,  as  follows: 

“The  specific  question  is  whether  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  limitation  by  section  3  of  the 
1912  act  upon  ‘final  payment  in  full  of  all 
installments  of  building  and  betterment 
charges’  on  account  of  ‘irrigable  land  for 
which  entry  or  water-right  application  shall 
have  been  made’  can  be  held  to  apply  to  the 
payment  in  full  of  the  joint  obligation  as¬ 
sumed  by  an  irrigation  district  under  a  con¬ 
tract  entered  into  as  required  by  section  46 
of  the  1926  act. 

“In  construing  an  ambiguous  enactment, 
it  is  held  proper  to  consider  acts  passed  at 
prior  and  subsequent  sessions  to  which  the 
act  does  not  refer.  *  *  *  It  seems  clear  that 
the  various  excess-land  enactments  were  in¬ 
tended  by  Congress  to  provide  a  uniform  and 
comprehensive  procedure  for  the  implemen¬ 
tation  of  its  land-limitation  policy. 

“Section  46  of  the  1926  act,  supra,  sets 
out  the  substance  of  the  provisions  required 
to  be  incorporated  in  joint-liability  repay¬ 
ment  contracts  with  irrigation  districts. 
That  section  does  not  purport  to  contain 
all  the  excess-land  provisions  applicable  to 
lands  affected  by  such  contracts.  *  *  * 
Since  joint-liability  repayment  contracts 
were  not  in  general  use  when  the  act  of 
August  9,  1912  was  adopted,  the  language 
used  in  those  acts  was  not  specifically  di¬ 
rected  at  situations  arising  under  contracts 
of  that  type.  Congress  apparently  intended 
that  the  land-limitation  provisions,  in  effect 
when  the  act  of  May  15,  1922  (42  Stat.  541), 
the  act  of  May  25,  1926,  and  other  acts  cov¬ 
ering  the  use  of  irrigation  district  contracts 
were  adopted,  would  be  applicable  thereto, 
as  nearly  as  practicable.  Otherwise,  sub¬ 
stantially  different  acreage  restrictions  might 
result  from  the  discontinuance  of  water- 
right  applications  and  the  adoption  of  the 
joint-liability  repayment  contract  pro¬ 
cedures. 

“When  all  construction  costs  due  under  a 
joint  liability  repayment  contract  have  been 
paid  in  full,  there  is  no  apparent  reason  why 
the  lands  receiving  water  under  such  con¬ 
tract  should  not  be  deemed  relieved  of  the 
excess-land  restrictions  in  the  same  manner 
as  paidup  water  right  application  lands. 
The  fact  that  Congress  did  not,  in  connection 
with  the  various  acts  authorizing  or  requir¬ 
ing  Joint  liability  repayment  contracts,  en¬ 
act  complete  excess-land  provisions  couched 
in  language  adapted  to  joint-liability  con¬ 
tracts  does  not  in  itself  deny  a  congressional 
intention  that  the  principles  of  its  excess- 
land  policy,  as  previously  expressed  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  water-right  applications,  should 
apply  to  such  contracts.  The  enactment  of 
new  excess-land  provisions,  relative  to  the 
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phases  not  specifically  covered  by  the  said 
acts,  was  undoubtedly  deemed  unnecessary 
because  these  acts  became  a  part  of  the  recla¬ 
mation  laws  for  all  purposes  and  would  be 
interpreted  on  that  basis.  The  existing  ex¬ 
cess-land  provisions  would,  therefore,  be¬ 
come  applicable. 

‘Tn  the  light  of  the  foregoing,  it  is  my 
view  that  upon  full  payment  of  construc¬ 
tion  obligation  under  a  joint-liability  repay¬ 
ment  contract,  the  lands  receiving  water  un¬ 
der  such  contract  are,  under  the  provisions 
contained  in  section  3  of  the  act  of  August 
9,  1912,  relieved  of  the  statutory  excess-land 
restrictions.” 

In  accordance  with  this  conclusion,  a 
large  number  of  repayment  contracts  which 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  entered  into  dur¬ 
ing  the  years  1949-54  with  irrigation  dis¬ 
tricts  in  Oregon,  Idaho,  Washington,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  Montana  have  had  written  into 
them  the  following  provision  or  its  sub¬ 
stantive  equivalent: 

“Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  laws,  water  made  available 
hereunder  shall  not  be  delivered  to  more 
than  160  irrigable  acres  in  the  ownership  of 
any  one  person  *  *  *.  The  limitations  stated 
in  this  subarticle  shall  cease  to  operate  when 
the  construction  charge  provided  in  this  con¬ 
tract  has  been  paid  in  full.” 

Many  of  these  contracts  were  approved  by 
Congress. 

The  present  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has, 
in  effect,  announced  his  concurrence  in  this 
view  of  the  law.  On  July  12,  1957,  he  said 
that  he  was  unwilling  to  enter  into  a  con¬ 
tract  with  the  Kings  River  Conservation  Dis¬ 
trict,  California,  which  would  permit  indi¬ 
vidual  water  users  within  the  district  to  pay 
off  their  proportionate  share  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  district  and  thus 
come  out,  as  individuals,  from  under  the 
acreage  limitations.  But  he  also  said — 

“The  Department  continues  to  recognize 
and  support  the  basic  concept  of  reclamation 
law  that  full  and  final  payment  of  the  obli¬ 
gation  of  a  district  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  ends  the  applicability  of  the  acreage 
limitations.” 

“So  long  as  the  present  acreage  limitations 
remain  in  the  basic  reclamation  law,  they 
should  be  complied  with,  until  the  district 
has  fully  discharged  its  obligations  to  the 
Federal  Government.” 

It  is  true  that  the  provisions  of  the  1912 
act  and  their  relation  to  district  obligations 
under  the  1926  act  have  not  been  construed 
in  any  reported  judicial  decision,  but  the 
administrative  history  is  such  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  little  doubt  that  the  payout  rule 
could  and  would  be  properly  applied  in  the 
present  instance  even  if  the  State  were  to 
be  thought  of  not  as  a  partner  but  as  a 
customer  of  the  Federal  Government.  What¬ 
ever  may  be  the  merits  or  demerits  of  con¬ 
tinuing  to  apply  the  prevailing  construction 
of  the  1912  and  1926  acts  to  irrigation  dis¬ 
tricts  in  situations  in  which,  although  final 
payment  is  made  only  after  a  period  of  years 
during  which  they  have  received  the  bene¬ 
fits  of  interest-free  Federal  money  and,  in 
many  cases,  assistance  from  power  revenues, 
it  remains  true  that  (1)  the  administrative 
practice  of  doing  so  is  now  so  well  fortified 
by  history  that  it  can  probably  be  success¬ 
fully  attacked  by  no  one  except  Congress 
and  (2)  that  there  is  no  legislation  now 
pending  before  Congress,  nor  has  any  ever 
been  introduced,  which  would  overrule  the 
departmental  interpretation  of  these  acts  or 
provide  other  standards  to  guide  it.  The 
committee  cannot,  in  this  circumstance,  ap¬ 
ply  to  the  special  case  of  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  a  rule  which  is  not  applicable  to 
others. 

The  Warren  Act  (36  Stat.  925,  43  U.S.C. 
523,  524)  adds  no  substance  to  the  claim  of 
those  who  see  section  7  of  the  bill  as  a 
breach  in  the  Federal  Government’s  land 


limitation  policy.  In  the  first  place,  that 
act,  limited  as  its  cooperative  provisions  are 
to  “irrigation  districts,  water  users’  associa¬ 
tions,  corporations,  entrymen,  or  water 
users,”  is  clearly  not  applicable  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral-State  venture  proposed  in  H.R.  7155.  In 
the  second  place,  the  Warren  Act  was  enacted 
before  the  act  of  August  9,  1912,  cited  above 
and  thus,  as  the  Associate  Solicitor  of  the 
Interior  Department  in  the  opinion  which 
has  already  been  quoted  in  pari;  said,  must 
be  regarded  as  qualified  by  the  payout  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  later  act. 

The  whole  matter  is  aptly  summed  up  in 
the  following  message  from  Gov.  Edmund  G. 
Brown  of  California  to  Senator  Engle  which 
appears  in  the  Congressional  Record  for 
May  7, 1959  (p.  6890) : 

Sacramento,  Calif.,  May  7,  1959. 
Senator  Clair  Engle, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Having  seen  many  statements  in  the  press 
regarding  the  application  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  to  the  San  Luis  project,  I 
wish  to  reiterate  what  I  have  said  in  the 
past  regarding  this  matter.  Upon  the  basis 
of  my  own  legal  analysis  and  that  of  all  my 
legal  advisers  I  am  convinced  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  laws  do  and  will  apply  to 
all  Federal  facilities  and  service  areas  of  the 
San  Luis  project.  In  addition,  with  or  with¬ 
out  the  language  contained  in  section  6(a) 
under  S.  44,  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  do 
not  and,  in  my  view,  should  not  apply  to  the 
State  facilities  and  State  service  areas  of  the 
project.  I  am,  and  I  believe  that  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Legislature  also  is,  opposed  to  any 
unjust  enrichment  or  monopolization  of 
■  benefits  by  owners  of  large  landholdings  as 
a  result  of  either  Federal  or  State  operation. 

However,  I  feel  that  the  handling  of  this 
matter,  insofar  as  State  activities  are  con¬ 
cerned  in  relation  to  this  project  or  other 
State  construction,  should  come  as  a  result 
of  State  legislation.  I  intend,  at  an  ap¬ 
propriate  time  and  before  contracts  are  exe¬ 
cuted,  to  take  this  matter  up  with  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Legislature  in  order  to  preclude  the 
undesirable  results  which  I  have  described, 
but  I  firmly  believe  that  this  matter  should 
not  delay  either  Federal  or  State  authoriza¬ 
tion  or  construction. 

Edmund  G.  Brown, 

Governor. 

The  worst  that  can  be  said  about  section 
7,  then,  is  that  it  is  surplusage.  Its  deletion 
from  the  bill  would  have  no  substantive  ef¬ 
fect  on  the  law  applicable  to  the  San  Luis 
undertaking.  Only  an  amendment  affirma¬ 
tively  requiring  adherence  to  the  Federal 
acreage  limitations  notwithstanding  the 
State’s  full  payment  of  its  share  of  the  con¬ 
struction  cost  of  the  project  would  accom¬ 
plish  that  which  those  who  seek  to  delete 
section  7  mistakenly  believe  would  be  the 
effect  of  doing  so. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  the  inclu¬ 
sions  of  surplusage  is  usually  undesirable  in 
a  bill,  but  it  also  recognizes  that  the  author 
of  a  bill,  particularly  when  he  is  dealing 
with  a  subject  that  has  involved  bringing 
together  as  many  diverse  interests  and  points 
of  view  in  his  State  and  district  as  the  San 
Luis  project  involves,  should  be  given  con¬ 
siderable  latitude  in  the  way  he  expresses 
the  position  that  is  arrived  at,  more  latitude 
than  the  committee  might  give  itself  if  it 
were  to  start  drafting  a  bill  ab  initio. 

The  committee  concludes  that  section  7  of 
the  bill  in  nowise  changes  established  prin¬ 
ciples  of  reclamation  law.  It  can  well  under¬ 
stand  the  possibility,  however,  that  there 
might  be  difficulties  in  securing  both  state¬ 
wide  agreement  and  financing  for  the  State 
project  if  there  were  doubt  in  anyone’s  mind 
concerning  the  relationship  and  the  applica¬ 
ble  laws  under  which  each  project  would  be 
constructed  and  operated.  The  committee 


therefore  concludes  that  inclusion  of  section 
7  in  the  bill  will  contribute  to  clarity  and 
advance  construction  of  the  projects.  The 
inclusion  of  this  section — to  put  the  matter 
otherwise,  it  is  not  to  be  interpreted  as  indi¬ 
cative  of  a  belief  on  the  committee’s  part 
that  without  it  the  excess  land  provisions 
of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  would  be 
applicable  to  the  State-served  lands. 

It  was  in  the  light  of  such  considerations 
as  those  that  have  just  been  set  forth  that 
the  committee  rejected,  by  rollcall  votes, 
amendments  which  would,  in  one  case,  have 
deleted  section  7  from  the  bill  and,  in  the 
other,  replaced  it  with  language  requiring 
the  State  to  agree  not  to  serve  lands  which 
would  be  ineligible  to  receive  water  if  they 
were  being  served  by  the  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  again 
expired. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Chenoweth]. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  gives  me  great  pleasure  to  rise  in  sup¬ 
port  of  this  legislation,  a  bill  authorizing 
the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley 
project  in  California.  Coming  from  a 
reclamation  State  like  Colorado  I  am 
always  anxious  to  support  the  reclama¬ 
tion  program.  I  take  great  pride  in  the 
fact  that  I  have  voted  for  all  reclamation 
projects  since  I  have  been  a  Member  of 
this  House. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  congratulate 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  my  colleague  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinall]  for  the  skill¬ 
ful  manner  in  which  he  has  handled  this 
legislation.  I  have  been  a  member  of 
the  House  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation 
and  Reclamation  which  has  had  this 
project  under  consideration  for  a  num-- 
ber  of  years.  You  have  just  heard  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Hosmfr],  tell  you  something  about  the 
difficulties  which  this  project  has  en¬ 
countered  and  of  the  division  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  on  this  proposal.  I  was  happy  to 
see  the  water  users  of  California  agree 
on  this  project.  The  gentleman  from 
Colorado  deserves  great  credit  for  the 
fact  that  he  is  able  to  bring  this  bill  to 
the  floor  here  today,  with  all  parties  in 
agreement  I  also  want  to  commend  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Sisk], 
the  author  of  the  bill,  for  his  persever¬ 
ance  and  diligence  in  sponsoring  and 
promoting  this  project  over  the  years. 
He  has  done  a  splendid  job. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  the  pleasure  of 
visiting  the  site  of  this  project  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  as  a  member  of  the  subcommittee 
several  years  ago.  I  saw  the  need  for 
this  project  in  that  great  agricultural 
area  and  why  this  project  is  necessary. 
I  was  very  favorably  impressed  with  the 
need  for  this  project.  While  in  Fresno 
I  met  some  very  fine  residents  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  I  want  to  mention  just  one, 
Mr.  Jack  O’Neil.  I  think  Jack  O’Neil 
deserves  a  great  deal  of  credit  also  for 
this  legislation  being  before  the  House 
today.  He  has  worked  with  great  zeal 
and  enthusiasm  for  this  project  and  has 
made  numerous  trips  to  Washington  in 
support  of  the  same.  So,  I  want  to  com¬ 
mend  Mr.  O’Neil  and  his  group  for  their 
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interest  in  this  project,  because  without 
their  support  I  doubt  if  this  bill  would 
be  before  us  today. 

I  have  been  very  pleased  this  after¬ 
noon,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  listen  to  the 
debate  on  this  bill.  It  certainly  has  been 
heartening  to  those  of  us  who  believe  in 
reclamation,  and  who  recognize  that 
reclamation  has  been  a  great  success, 
and  that  the  reclamation  program  has 
made  a  most  valuable  contribution  to 
the  economy  of  this  country.  We  had 
on  the  Democratic  side  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kir  wan],  who  is  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  handling  funds  for  all  reclamation 
projects.  Ohio  is  not  a  reclamation 
State.  There  is  no  reclamation  in  Ohio. 
But  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Kirwan]  took  the  floor  this  afternoon 
and  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  he 
has  supported  these  projects  and  cited 
the  San  Luis  as  an  outstanding  project. 
He  urged  the  Members  of  the  House  to 
support  the  same.  All  of  us  are  grateful 
to  Mr.  Kirwan  for  his  interest  and  sup¬ 
port.  On  the  Republican  side  we  had 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen], 
the  ranking  Republican  member  of  the 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations, 
of  which  Mr.  Kirwan  is  chairman,  tell 
us  of  his  support  of  reclamation  over  the 
years.  I  want  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  thank  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Jensen]  for  the  help  he  has  given  the 
reclamation  program,  and  the  projects 
I  have  sponsored  in  Colorado.  His  sup¬ 
port  has  been  most  effective  and  help¬ 
ful,  and  I  know  that  I  speak  for  many 
in  the  State  of  Colorado  when  I  tell  him 
that  we  are  truly  grateful.  He  has  been 
a  real  friend  of  reclamation. 

He  knows  what  reclamation  has  ac¬ 
complished  for  this  country,  and  as  long 
as  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kir¬ 
wan],  and  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  give 
reclamation  projects  their  full  support, 
we  are  in  good  hands.  I  might  state  that 
without  such  support  there  would  be  no 
reclamation  projects.  There  are  not 
enough  of  us  in  the  western  reclamation 
States  to  produce  the  votes  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  to  pass  bills  of  this  magnitude. 
Here  is  a  bill  calling  for  over  $290  million. 
So,  it  has  been  our  purpose  to  sell  recla¬ 
mation  to  the  representatives  from  the 
other  States  who  are  not  as  familiar  with 
the  reclamation  program  as  we  are.  In 
conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
mention  one  other  matter.  I  refer  to 
the  speech  made  by  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinall],  on  the  floor 
this  afternoon  in  support  of  this  project, 
calling  attention  to  the  fact  that  our 
agricultural  surpluses  are  not  being  built 
up  by  products  which  are  produced  on 
irrigated  land.  It  is  true  that  some  of 
the  basic  commodities  are  produced  on 
irrigated  land.  However,  I  believe  he 
said  that  just  a  little  over  1  percent  of 
the  present  surplus  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  was  produced  on  irrigated  land. 
I  think  that  is  something  we  ought  to 
keep  in  mind,  and  to  emphasize  that 
western  reclamation  projects  are  not  re¬ 
sponsible  for  our  present  surplus. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  this  bill  will 
receive  the  support  of  the  House  and 
that  it  will  be  passed. 


(Mr.  CHENOWETH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Hagen]. 

(Mr.  HAGEN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
appear  here  gratuitously.  I  have  con¬ 
stituents  who  are  interested  in  receiving 
water  deliveries  from  the  Federal  San 
Luis  project  and  I  have  more  constituents 
who  are  interested  in  the  integrity  of  the 
State  Feather  River  project.  I  wish  to 
commend  everyone  who  has  expressed 
an  interest  in  these  two  projects.  I  par¬ 
ticularly  wish  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Ullman]  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  [Mr.  Cohelan] 
for  opening  up  a  discussion  on  the  floor 
here  today  of  the  so-called  section  7  of 
the  bill.  The  gentleman  from  Oregon 
indicated  that  he  would  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  on  Thursday,  May  19,  to  strike 
that  section.  With  respect  to  this  pos¬ 
sible  amendment,  I  earnestly  solicit  your 
support  of  the  viewpoint  which  I  here¬ 
inafter  express  with  respect  to  section  7. 
The  section  has  been  read  into  the  Rec¬ 
ord  by  the  gentleman  from  Oregon. 
However,  certain  background  informa¬ 
tion  is  vital  to  an  understanding  of  this 
section. 

I  first  want  to  refer  to  the  effort  of 
California  to  build  its  own  water  project 
by  a  State  bond  issue.  In  1951  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Legislature,  after  extensive  pre¬ 
liminary  planning,  approved  a  huge 
water  project  to  be  State  financed  and 
State  operated,  known  as  the  Feather 
River  project.  The  current  cost  of  this 
project,  or  at  least  the  features  of  it 
that  were  described  here  today,  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  about  $1%  billion.  The 
money  will  be  derived  from  a  State  bond 
issue  to  be  voted  upon  in  California  this 
fall.  To  date,  as  I  understand,  the  State 
has  spent  in  excess  of  $80  million  pur¬ 
suant  to  establishing  a  State  Feather 
River  project  and  has  obligated  itself, 
or  has  authorized  itself  to  spend  another 
$80  million  in  the  immediate  future  for 
the  same  purpose,  a  total  of  $160  million. 

Let  us  discuss  the  relationship  of  the 
Feather  River  project  to  the  Federal  San 
Luis  project.  Engineering  studies  dis¬ 
closed  that  the  State  project  would  re¬ 
quire  the  use  of  a  dam  site  on  San  Luis 
Creek  in  Merced  County  for  interim 
storage  of  water  brought  there  by  works 
to  be  wholly  paid  for  by  California  and 
this  same  site  is  deemed  necessary  for  the 
Federal  San  Luis  project  which  you  will 
approve  or  disapprove  on  Thursday. 

What  was  the  resolution  of  this  con¬ 
flict  for  a  site?  It  was  determined  that 
both  the  State  project  and  the  Federal 
project  had  merit,  and  that  the  site  con¬ 
flict  could  be  resolved  by  permitting  both 
to  build  on  the  same  damsite  through 
the  use  of  common  structures  thereon 
and  directly  appurtenant  thereto  to 
which  both  agencies  would  contribute 
their  full  share  of  the  cost. 

The  common  structures  involved  would 
be  a  main  dam,  a  forebay  and  an  after¬ 
bay,  common  pumps  and  a  main  line 
egress  canal.  The  Federal  Government 
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would  be  the  designated  construction 
agent,  and  at  completion,  the  operating 
agent  of  the  common  structures  which 
would  handle  the  commingled  waters 
brought  there  by  completely  independent 
water  delivery  structures. 

Actually,  the  State  financial  contribu¬ 
tions  to  the  cost  of  consrtuction  and 
operation  and  maintenance  of  these 
common  structures  will  be  larger  than 
that  of  the  Federal  Government.  How¬ 
ever,  the  State  yielded  to  the  Federal 
Government  the  role  of  construction  and 
operating  agent  on  the  basis  that  its 
rights  would  be  protected  by  a  negotiated 
contract,  the  essential  minimum  fea¬ 
tures  of  which  would  be  spelled  out  in 
a  Federal  authorizing  statute.  This 
brings  me  to  the  section  7  problem. 

Inasmuch  as  the  State  would  make  the 
largest  contribution  to  the  cost  of  build¬ 
ing  and  operating  the  common  struc¬ 
tures,  which  are  not  the  whole  of  either 
the  State  or  Federal  projects,  I  might 
add,  it  was  felt  necessary  to  spell  out  the 
fact  that  the  joint  venture  construction 
without  subsidy  to  the  State  and  the  nec¬ 
essary  operational  commingling  of  quan¬ 
tities  of  water  would  not  subject  the 
wholly  State  financed  project  to  the 
Federal  reclamation  law,  including  but 
not  limited  to  the  acreage  limitation 
phase  of  the  Federal  law.  Such  statu¬ 
tory  protection  was  deemed  necessary 
in  spite  of  the  fact  that  prevailing  inter¬ 
pretations  of  reclamation  laws  support 
the  same  proposition.  The  necessity 
arises  from  these  facts: 

First.  No  one  can  absolutely  predict 
future  court  decisions. 

Second.  The  State  project  hinges  upon 
approval  and  sale  of  a  State  bond  issue. 
The  lack  of  explicit  protection  of  the 
management  integrity  of  the  State  proj¬ 
ect  might  affect  the  vote  on  the  bond 
issue,  and  further,  if  the  bond  issue  were 
successful  in  spite  of  that  adverse  effect, 
could  affect  the  terms  of  sale  and  even 
the  general  salability  of  the  State  bonds. 
Bond  issue  lawyers  and  bond  purchasers 
are  notoriously  cautious. 

Third.  The  lack  of  such  protection 
could  block  State-Federal  agreement  on 
a  mutually  advantageous  construction 
operation. 

Fourth.  Statutory  prohibitive  lan¬ 
guage  such  as  we  seek  in  section  7  would 
tend  to  discourage  essentially  frivolous 
but  costly  lawsuits. 

Thus  section  7  was  inserted  in  the 
Sisk  bill  by  the  author  and  approved  by 
the  House  Interior  Committee  for  en¬ 
tirely  valid  reasons. 

Unfortunately,  the  opposition  to  this 
section  has  come  from  two  sources,  and 
I  do  not  speak  ill  of  them,  I  merely 
identify  them.  Those  who  feel  that  the 
Federal  acreage  limitation  principle 
should  be  a  part  of  all  water  projects 
and  who  also  feel  that  all  irrigation 
projects  should  have  a  large  measure  of 
public  subsidy.  Their  position  is  imple¬ 
mented  in  three  ways,  in  order  of 
preference : 

First.  Securing  Federal  construction 
of  all  large  water  projects. 

Second.  Changing  State  laws  to  secure 
absolute  conformity  to  the  Federal  law. 

Third.  In  the  case  of  the  San  Luis- 
Feather  River  projects,  the  imposition 
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of  Federal  law  to  State  water  deliveries 
merely  by  reason  of  an  arm’s  length 
sharing  of  a  common  site  and  common 
works  at  that  site.  This  violates  all 
logic  and  is  typical  of  the  attitude  that 
the  end  justifies  the  means. 

The  second  group  are  those  who 
mistakenly  feel  that  section  7  changes 
the  Federal  reclamation  law.  This  is 
not  the  intent  nor  the  effect  of  section 
7  of  the  Sisk  bill  which  specifically 
spells  out  the  fact  that  the  reclamation 
law  applies  to  all  water  deliveries  fi¬ 
nanced  out  of  Federal  funds.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact  section  7  itself  does  this  by 
defining  specifically  a  single  class  of 
water  deliveries  to  which  Federal  law 
does  not  apply.  Some  of  these  object¬ 
ors  stipulate  that  the  current  state  of 
Federal  law  is  identical  with  the  safe¬ 
guards  of  section  7,  but  inexplicably  do 
not  want  the  Congress  to  state  the  law. 
They  would  abdicate  our  responsibility 
and  thrust  it  on  some  court.  Other  of 
these  objectors  maintain  that  the  cur¬ 
rent  state  of  the  law  would  subject  the 
State  project  to  the  Federal  law  under 
the  set  of  facts  that  we  are  consider¬ 
ing.  They  view  section  7  as  an  attempt 
to  change  the  reclamation  law.  They 
lack  the  courage  to  test  their  interpre¬ 
tation  by  offering  an  amendment  spell¬ 
ing  their  interpretation  out  in  this  bill 
in  order  that  a  clear-cut  resolution  of 
the  justice  and  strength  of  their  po¬ 
sition  can  be  secured  in  the  Congress. 

I  say  let  there  be  light  on  this  issue 
since  the  joint  features  of  the  Federal 
San  Luis  project  and  the  State  Feather 
River  project  represent  a  new  departure 
in  water  cooperation  with  indicated 
great  savings  in  cost  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Equity  demands  that  the  leg¬ 
islation  meet  the  test  of  clarity  on  the 
issue  of  whether  or  not  the  Federal  law 
applies  to  a  purely  State -financed  proj¬ 
ect  merely  because  of  a  conjunction  of 
construction  and  use  of  some  features 
jointly  paid  for  by  both.  It  is  my  posi¬ 
tion  that  section  7  should  be  retained 
substantially  as  it  stands.  If  it  needs 
clarification,  let  the  opponents  offer 
amendments  to  clarify  it.  Those  op¬ 
ponents  of  section  7  who  feel  the  Federal 
law  should  be  applied  to  the  State  Feath¬ 
er  River  project  should  offer  amend¬ 
ments  to  make  such  application  clear. 
That  would  be  an  act  of  good  faith.  Ab¬ 
sence  of  such  action  is  merely  an  invita¬ 
tion  to  costly  and  harassing  lawsuits  and 
threats  to  a  California  bond  issue  which 
in  the  foreseeable  future  will  greatly 
reduce  demands  on  our  Federal  Treasury 
for  California  water  development. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  commend  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  statement,  and  would  like 
to  ask  him  if  he  would  enlarge  on  the 
point  he  has  just  mentioned,  that  the 
salability  of  the  bonds  for  the  State 
water  project  would  be  endangered  or 
certainly  be  placed  in  jeopardy  by  the 
removal  of  section  7. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  These  bonds  are  only 
valuable  to  the  extent  that  the  State  can 
find  participants  in  its  State  project. 
A  large  group  of  these  potential  partici¬ 


pants  are  in  my  district  in  Kern  County 
and  they  would  not  buy  any  program 
from  the  State  that  involved  application 
of  the  Federal  reclamation  law.  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  same  opinion  holds  in  Los 
Angeles.  We  must  remember  that  there 
is  more  to  the  Federal  reclamation  law 
than  merely  the  acreage  limitation.  I 
am  certain  the  city  of  Los  Angeles  with 
respect  to  its  share  of  the  State  project 
do  not  want  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
telling  them  how  to  run  it. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Is  not  the  gentleman 
overlooking  the  fact  that  the  whole  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  project  is  to  benefit  people 
and  not  to  benefit  the  land?  I  ask  the 
gentleman  if  he  remembers  the  Ivanhoe 
case,  an  identical  case  in  which  it  was 
stated  by  the  Supreme  Court : 

It  is  a  reasonable  classification  to  limit 
the  amount  of  project  water  available  to 
each  individual  in  order  that  benefits  may 
be  distributed  in  accordance  with  the  great¬ 
est  good  to  the  greatest  number  of  in¬ 
dividuals. 

The  limitation  insures  that  this  enormous 
expenditure  will  not  go  in  disproportionate 
share  to  a  few  individuals  with  large  land 
holdings. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  May  I  answer  in  this 
way.  I  have  supported  the  principle  of 
acreage  limitation  and  as  a  consequence 
some  of  these  large  landowners  who  are 
my  constituents  have  never  supported 
me.  But  it  is  a  separate  proposition  to 
say  that  Federal  law  should  apply  to 
waters  that  are  financed  purely  at  the 
expense  of  the  State  of  California  and 
its  citizens.  This  is  an  entirely  sepa¬ 
rate  proposition. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  I,  too,  want  to  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman  for  the  statement 
he  has  made.  I  know  of  the  work  he 
has  done  in  this  area  and  I  know  the 
gentleman  does  have  an  interest  in  the 
individual. 

(Mr.  LIPSCOMB  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAQEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Does  the  gentleman 
know  whether  or  not  the  State  legisla¬ 
ture  in  the  State  of  California  at  the 
present  time  is  exploring  the  possibility 
of  applying  the  160-acre  limitation  to 
the  State  portion  of  the  project,  and 
would  the  gentleman  agree  that  if  they 
are  that  that  is  their  prerogative  and, 
certainly,  is  not  the  prerogative  of  the 
Congress  to  be  the  all-seeing  eye  and  to 
be  dictating  the  laws  of  each  of  the  sev¬ 
eral  States? 

Mr.  HAGEN.  That  is  absolutely 
right.  Unless  we  adopt  a  philosophy 
that  we  are  for  limitation  “come  hell  or 
high  water,”  and  that  the  end  justifies 
the  means.  We  legislate  for  a  Federal 
project,  not  for  the  State  of  California, 
I  hope. 


Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Is  it  not  true  that  if 
this  is  redundancy  and  if,  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  says,  this  does  not  change  the  rec¬ 
lamation  law,  what  -is  all  of  the  concern 
about  on  the  part  of  the  landholders? 
The  gentleman  does  have  large  land¬ 
holders  in  his  area.  What  is  the  con¬ 
cern  about  if  it  does  not  change  the 
reclamation  law? 

Mr.  HAGEN.  First  I  want  to  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman  from  Oregon  for 
his  interest  in  this  bill.  If  you  and  I 
were  to  sit  down  and  write  a  contract, 
we  would  want  to  cover  everything  that 
we  felt  we  needed  language  on  rather 
than  relying  on  a  body  of  case  law  which 
is  sometimes  hard  to  find  and  often 
ambiguous. 

For  example  if  I  were  leasing  your 
barn  I  would  want  to  specifically  cover 
the  contingency  of  fire  even  though  per¬ 
haps  the  common  law  would  cover  it, 
but  as  long  as  we  are  writing  a  contract, 
why  not  put  it  in  there.  •  It  avoids  the 
possibility  of  some  lawsuit  on  the  basis 
of  the  absence  of  that  clause  in  the  con¬ 
tract.  Similarly  legislators  frequently 
codify  an  accumulation  of  legal  inter¬ 
pretations  in  the  interests  of  clarity  and 
avoidance  of  controversy. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Would  that  not  be 
decided  by  the  Court? 

Mr.  HAGEN.  We  should  not  wait 
upon  that.  The  Members  of  this  body 
are  not  legislating  for  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  with  respect  to  their  internal 
management  of  water  projects  and  that 
fact  should  be  clearly  stated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Hagen] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Saylor]. 

(Mi-.  SAYLOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
San  Luis  project,  which  is  being  dis¬ 
cussed  today,  is  unusual  in  many  re¬ 
spects.  First  it  is  unusual  in  that  for 
the  first  time  in  the  history  of  reclama¬ 
tion,  which  began  58  years  ago,  a  State 
in  the  Nation,  which  is  recognized  as  a 
rcelamation  State,  has  come  forward 
and  asked  to  participate  in  the  project. 
Up  until  this  time,  every  time  a  recla¬ 
mation  project  has  been  presented,  every 
project  has  been  a  complete  Federal 
project.  Many  of  these  reclamation 
projects  since  1902  have  been  built  in 
areas  where  the  Federal  Government 
owned  all  of  the  land.  That  brings  me 
to  the  second  point  that  makes  this  an 
unusual  project.  There  is  only  one  area 
in  this  section  of  California  where  a  dam 
can  be  built,  which  will  enable  not  only 
the  area  which  is  known  as  the  Federal 
area  but  also  the  area  which  has  been 
called  a  State  area,  to  store  water  from 
the  northern  part  of  California  so  that 
it  can  be  used  in  this  area,  and  from 
this  area  transported  south  to  the  area 
of  Los  Angeles,  through  the  Tehachapi 
Mountains  to  the  west  coast,  and  used 
in  the  towns  in  that  area  of  California. 
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If  the  State  of  California,  as  a  result 
of  a  bond  issue  which  will  be  voted  upon 
by  the  people  of  that  State  in  this  fall’s 
election  decide  to  go  ahead,  then  we  find 
ourselves  in  the  situation  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  will  have  absolutely  no 
place  to  store  water  and  supply  much 
needed  water  to  a  Federal  area  that  is 
entitled  by  every  standard  that  has  been 
laid  down  by  the  Congress  since  1902,  to 
have  water  supplied  in  a  reclamation 
district. 

I  want  you  to  notice  section  2  of  this 
bill  which  is  unusual,  because  it  contains 
the  provisions  directing  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  carry  out  the  negotiations 
with  the  State  of  California  that  are 
necessary  before  we  can  proceed  with 
the  building  of  the  San  Luis  project. 
Section  2  states: 

The  Secretary — 

Meaning  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior — 

is  authorized,  on  behalf  of  the  United  States, 
to  negotiate  and  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  the  State  of  California  providing  for 
coordinated  operation  of  the  San  Luis  unit, 
including  the  joint-use  facilities,  in  order 
that  the  State  may,  without  cost  to  the 
United  States,  deliver  water  in  service  areas 
outside  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service 
area  as  described  in  the  report  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis 
Unit,  Central  Valley  Project,”  dated  Decem¬ 
ber  17,  1956.  Said  agreement  shall  recite 
that  the  liability  of  the  United  States  there¬ 
under  is  contingent  upon  the  avaUability 
of  appropriations  to  carry  out  its  obligations 
under  the  same.  „ 

And,  mark  this  well,  because  if  this  bill 
is  passed,  this  is  not  the  last  time  you 
will  review  the  San  Luis  project,  because 
once  the  agreement  is  entered  into  sec¬ 
tion  2  further  provides : 

No  funds  shall  be  appropriated  to  com¬ 
mence  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
under  any  such  agreement,  except  for  the 
preparation  of  designs  and  specifications  and 
other  preliminary  work,  prior  to  ninety  cal¬ 
endar  days  (which  ninety  days,  however, 
shall  not  include  days  on  which  either  the 
House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  is 
not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of 
more  than  three  calendar  days  to  a  day  cer¬ 
tain)  after  it  has  been  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  then  only  if  neither  the  House  nor 
the  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  has  disapproved  it  by  committee  reso¬ 
lution  within  said  ninety  days. 

So,  if  this  bill  is  passed  and  an  agree¬ 
able  contract  is  entered  into  between 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  State 
of  California,  then  it  must  be  brought 
back  to  the  House  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee  and  the  Senate  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  for 
their  approval  before  the  Appropriations 
Committee  can  authorize  any  money  un¬ 
der  this  bill. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
my  chairman. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  want  to  commend 
my  colleague  for  bringing  this  provision 
to  the  attention  of  the  Committee.  This 
is  an  important  provision,  and  as  usual, 
my  colleague  from  Pennsylvania  always 
has  a  keen  insight  into  important  pro¬ 
visions  of  legislation.  I  thank  him  again 
for  bringing  this  provision  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Committee, 


Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  wish  the  gentleman 
would  correct  me  if  I  am  wrong  in  this 
statement:  Is  it  not  true  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  now  in  the 
well  of  the  House  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  committee  which  stated  that 
Federal  reclamation  law  should  apply  to 
the  State  portion  of  the  project? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  did. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  And  is  it  not  true  that 
the  amendment  was  rejected  by  the 
committee? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  And  is  it  not  true  that 
apparently  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  decided  that  the 
reclamation  law  shall  not  apply  to  the 
State  portion  of  the  project  based  upon 
that  vote? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Based  upon  the  vote, 
at  least  the  160-acre  provision  should 
not  apply. 

To  come  to  the  conclusion  which  the 
gentleman  has  done  from  my  one  amend¬ 
ment  that  was  defeated  I  do  not  see  is 
a  justifiable  deduction. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Was  I  incorrect  and 
should  I  revise  my  statement  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  the  gentleman  tried  to  insert 
an  amendment  which  would  make  the 
160-acre  limitation  apply? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct.  That 
I  did. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  And  in  addition,  the 
feeling  of  the  majority  of  the  committee 
was  to  the  effect  that  Federal  law  should 
not  be  applied  to  State  projects? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  I  have  admired  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  for  some  time 
for  his  knowledge  of  reclamation  law 
and  reclamation  projects.  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  gentleman,  is  not  the  worst 
possible  position  that  could  be  assumed 
on  this  issue  a  mere  striking  of  section 
7?  Is  it  not  much  more  preferable  to 
have  the  present  section  in  the  bill  or 
the  section  which  the  gentleman  offered 
in  committee? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  a  matter  of 
opinion.  I  would  have  liked  to  have  seen 
my  amendment  in  the  bill  or  I  would 
not  have  offered  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  had  a  number 
of  questions  asked  me  by  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  as  to  why  I  sup¬ 
port  this  project,  why  I  support  this 
project  at  a  time  when  the  amount  of 
money  involved  is  so  much  and,  accord¬ 
ing  to  some  people,  there  has  not  been 
shown  a  need  for  any  project,  let  alone 
another  huge  one  in  California. 

Let  me  give  you  some  good  reasons 
why  this  bill  should  be  enacted  and  why 
this  project  should  be  approved. 

This  is  a  true  reclamation  project. 
Ninety-eight  percent  of  the  cost  of  this 
project  goes  to  irrigation,  and  is  reim¬ 
bursable  which  was  the  basic  purpose  of 


the  original  act  of  1902.  No  bill  cover¬ 
ing  any  reclamation  project  in  the  6 
terms  I  have  been  a  Member  of  Congress 
has  had  such  a  high  proportion  of  its 
cost  go  into  the  reclamation  of  land.  In 
view  of  the  fact  that  some  of  this  land 
which  would  be  irrigated  by  the  project 
is  already  under  irrigation,  I  was  in¬ 
terested  in  finding  out  what  would  be 
the  effect  of  placing  this  new  irrigation 
water  upon  this  land,  supplementing  the 
pumping  that  is  going  on  in  that  area. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  every 
witness  who  appeared,  both  from  the  De¬ 
partment  and  from  the  area,  testified 
that  the  sweet  water  that  comes  down 
from  the  northern  part  of  California 
and  which  will  be  stored  in  this  dam  will 
if  allowed  to  flow  onto  the  land  to  be 
irrigated,  instead  of  raising  many  of  the 
crops  which  are  now  in  surplus,  it  will 
be  possible  in  this  area  to  convert  this 
territory  into  a  place  where  it  will  grow 
crops  and  foodstuffs  which  are  in  short 
supply.  This  I  think  this  alone  will  be 
a  tremendous  benefit  not  only  to  the 
State  of  California  but  it  will  be  a  tre¬ 
mendous  benefit  to  the  United  States. 

Another  important  feature  of  what 
this  bill  actually  does,  is  extend  to  the 
south  side  of  the  Central  Valley  the 
same  benefits  which  Congress  in  its  wis¬ 
dom  extended  to  the  east  side  of  the' 
Central  Valley  of  California,  and  to  en¬ 
able  the  people  who  live  in  the  south 
side  of  the  Central  Valley  area  to  receive 
the  same  benefits  that  the  people  who 
live  on  the  east  side  of  the  valley  have 
already  received. 

The  land  in  this  area  is  just  as  good 
.  and  will  produce  the  same  kind  of  crops 
that  are  being  produced  over  on  the  east 
side  of  the  valley. 

It  is  also  interesting  to  note  that  the 
cost-benefit  ratio  in  this  project  is  un¬ 
usually  high.  Most  of  the  projects  which 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  brought 
to  us  in  recent  years  have  averaged  less 
than  1.5  to  1. 

This  project  has  a  better  than  2*4  to  1 
benefit  cost  ratio.  That  is  one  of  the 
highest  ratios  that  this  Congress  has  had 
presented  to  it  in  the  last  12  years. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  One  of  the  great 
challenges,  as  I  see  it,  confronting  our 
people  in  the  years  that  lie  ahead  is  the 
availability  of  water  for  drinking  and 
sanitation  purposes.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  agree  that  that  opinion  of  mine  has 
substance? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  It  certainly  does. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  think  we  have 
a  great  challenge  within  the  immediate 
years  ahead;  is  that  not  right? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  right.  And,  I 
might  say  to  the  majority  leader  that 
the  water  problem  that  confronts  the 
American  people  is  confined  not  just  to 
the  western  reclamation  States,  but  it 
also  affects  his  State  and  mine  here  in 
the  East.  It  is  a  national  problem. 
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Mr.  McCORMACK.  Everywhere;  it  is 
a  national  problem.  And,  I  understand, 
in  addition  to  the  other  benefits  that  will 
flow  from  this  project,  that  it  also  covers 
the  field  of  water  available  to  the  com¬ 
munities  out  there,  towns,  cities,  and  so 
forth,  in  connection  with  their  future 
water  demands,  from  the  angle  of  drink¬ 
ing  and  sanitation  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct.  It  will 
make  available  to  the  southern  part  of 
the  State  a  great  supply  of  fresh  water 
which  is  now  running  to  waste  in  the  San 
Francisco  Bay. 

One  of  the  important  things  about  this 
bill  is  that  after  all  of  the  controversy 
that  has  existed  over  the  years,  the  State 
and  all  of  the  parties  to  it  have  gotten 
together  and  agreed  unanimously  upon 
this  bill  with  the  exception  of  section  7. 
That  is  a  matter  on  which  the  House  will 
have  to  work  its  will  when  the  bill  is  read 
for  amendment  under  the  5-minute  rule. 

There  is  another  provision  in  the  bill 
that  I  would  like  to  call  attention  to, 
and  that  deals  with  section  8.  Section  8 
places  a  limitation  upon  the  amount  of 
money  that  can  be  expended  for  this 
project.  This  follows  the  policy  which 
the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  insisted  be  placed  in  each 
reclamation  bill  which  comes  out  of  that 
committee.  It  does,  however,  have  one 
sentence  in  it  which  I  am  going  to  offer 
an  amendment  to  delete,  when  we  get 
to  that  stage,  and  that  appeal's  on  page 
12,  lines  19  to  23,  which  is  an  open  end 
appropriation  for  the  construction  of 
distribution  systems  and  drains  and  for 
operation  and  maintenance.  It  is  my 
belief  that  these  features  of  the  bill 
should  be  included  in  a  closed  contract 
just  as  the  others  are. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  say  that  after 
all  of  these  nice  things  I  have  had  to 
say  about  the  project,  some  may  wonder 
if  there  is  not  something  that  you  can 
complain  about.  And,  I  would  like  to 
point  out  to  my  friends  from  California 
that  while  this  is  a  good  project  and  it 
is  going  to  cost  a  lot  of  money,  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  given  away  or  has  placed  itself 
in  such  a  position  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  people  in  that  area  will 
have  to  pay  for  it  completely  out  of  their 
own  pockets.  If  the  committee  would 
have  accepted  some  years  ago  a  provi¬ 
sion  which  would  have  sold  falling  water 
from  the  Trinity  project,  which  is  also  a 
part  of  the  Central  Valley,  to  one  of  the 
private  utilities  that  made  an  offer  for 
it,  from  that  income  alone  there  would 
have  been  more  than  sufficient  funds  to 
pay  for  this  project.  That  was  not  the 
will  of  the  members  of  the  committee, 
and  so  this  is  one  of  the  things  that 
Congress  will  have  to  face  up  to  in  this 
bill. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  John¬ 
son]. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  as  a  cosponsor  of  the  legisla¬ 
tion  now  before  us,  I  would  like  to  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  7155.  First  of  all, 
however,  I  would  like  to  commend  my 


colleague  from  Colorado,  Mr.  Wayne 
Aspinall,  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  and  my 
colleague  from  Texas,  Mr.  Walter 
Rogers,  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation,  which 
considered  the  bill. 

The  committee  examined  this  bill  ex¬ 
tensively.  It  studied  the  project  in  the 
record  and  on  the  ground  and  came  up 
with  a  sound  recommendation  for  the 
San  Luis  project.  The  wonderful  work 
of  the  committee  members  did  much 
toward  resolving  the  many  problems  so 
that  with  one  exception,  which  I  per¬ 
sonally  believe  of  minor  importance,  we 
have  a  bill  we  can  give  our  united 
support. 

I  thank  Chairman  Aspinall  and 
Chairman  Rogers  for  their  fine  work. 

Looking  at  the  bill  itself,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  we  find  H.R.  7155  would  authorize 
construction  of  an  outstanding  reclama¬ 
tion  project.  This  project  would  irri¬ 
gate  480,000  acres  of  high  productive 
land  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley.  Much 
of  this  land  now  is  irrigated  from  ground 
supplies,  but  the  underground  pools  are 
being  depleted  at  an  extremely  rapid 
pace.  Five  times  more  water  is  being 
drawn  from  the  ground  than  is  being  re¬ 
placed  each  year.  One  city  of  6,000 
people  has  become  so  desperate  that  it 
is  hauling  its  domestic  water  by  tank  car. 

If  this  goes  on  much  longer,  the  fine 
farms  of  the  area  will  return  to  dust. 
The  desert  will  reclaim  the  land.  Cer¬ 
tainly  in  this  day  when  an  expanding 
population  demands  more  and  more 
foodstuffs  we  do  not  want  that  type  of 
reclamation. 

The  San  Luis  project  will  permit 
proper  reclamation,  development  of  the 
fi’uit,  vegetable  and  dairy  commodities 
for  which  there  is  a  substantial  demand 
in  the  immediate  region. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  predicts 
that  of  the  480,000  acres  to  receive  the 
benefits  of  this  project,  88,000  acres  will 
be  in  truck  crops,  22,000  acres  in  decidu¬ 
ous  fruit  and  grapes,  66,000  acres  in  mis¬ 
cellaneous  field  crops,  88,000  acres  in  al¬ 
falfa,  44,000  acres  in  irrigated  pasture, 
132,000  acres  in  cotton  and  only  44,000 
acres  in  irrigated  grain  and  grain  hay. 
A  substantial  amount  of  the  400,000 
acres  now  under  cultivation  is  in  wheat 
production.  The  transformation  cre¬ 
ated  by  the  availability  of  an  increased 
stable  supply  of  good  water  thus  will 
have  an  effect  on  our  national  wheat 
surplus  problem. 

The  transformation  from  wheat  and 
cotton  to  fruit  and  similar  commodities 
will  mean  a  gross  increase  of  agricul¬ 
tural  production  of  $35  million  a  year. 
All  of  this  will  be  added  to  our  gross  na¬ 
tional  product  for  the  benefit  of  the  en¬ 
tire  Nation.  This  $35  million  will  be 
money  not  otherwise  in  circulation  and 
will  be  spent  for  automobiles,  refrigera¬ 
tors  and  other  appliances,  furniture, 
shoes,  clothing,  frozen  and  canned  goods 
from  throughout  the  Nation,  homes,  and 
in  that  way  provide  more  jobs  for  people 
throughout  the  Nation.  The  transition 
from  the  large  holdings  to  the  smaller, 
family  type  farm  also  will  provide  more 
jobs  and  more  homeowners  in  the  im¬ 
mediate  area.  This,  of  course,  will  bol¬ 


ster  and  stabilize  the  economy  to  the 
benefit  of  the  entire  Nation. 

The  committee  has  found  the  benefit- 
cost  ratio  to  be  feasible  economically 
with  a  benefit  of  2  y2  to  1. 

The  project  is  unique  in  one  way.  It  is 
the  first  Federal  reclamation  facility 
constructed  in  cooperation  with  a  State 
government.  In  developing  independent 
water  plans,  the  State  and  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernments  settled  on  the  San  Luis  site  as 
the  only  feasible  location  for  a  major 
storage  installation.  From  this  came  the 
logical  decision  that  the  project  should 
be  developed  and  used  jointly,  although 
each  agency  would  have  its  own  basic 
collection  and  distribution  system.  The 
Federal  Government  has  developed  proj  - 
ects  with  local  agencies  for  many  years 
in  all  parts  of  the  Nation. 

There  is  no  reason  why  the  Federal 
Government  and  States  cannot  work 
together,  especially  when  the  scope  of 
the  projects  far  exceed  the  jurisdiction 
of  any  single  local  agency. 

There  are  many  flood  control,  recla¬ 
mation,  and  other  types  of  projects  in¬ 
volving  large  areas,  even  more  than  one 
State.  These  projects  could  be  devel¬ 
oped  most  successfully  on  a  cooperative 
State-Federal  basis. 

The  San  Luis  project  is  a  pilot  plan 
for  all  these  developments.  I  believe  the 
Congress  should  try  this  pilot  program, 
especially  when  committee  and  bureau 
feasibility  reports  indicate  it  will  be  so 
successful. 

State  participation  in  this  project 
would  save  the  Federal  Government  $50 
million. 

This  is  another  benefit  for  all  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  Nation. 

Reclamation  programs  were  developed 
as  a  program  of  the  people.  Here  we 
have  a  reclamation  project  which  will 
benefit  the  people  in  many  ways : 

By  raising  the  standard  of  living  of 
the  immediate  area,  which  will  have  its 
effect  throughout  the  Nation. 

By  providing  the  needed  farm  com¬ 
modities  for  a  growing  nation. 

By  adding  $35  million  a  year  to  our 
national  economy,  which  means  more 
products  and  more  jobs. 

All  of  this  can  be  achieved  at  relatively 
low  cost  to  the  people  of  the  Nation, 
since  all  of  the  distribution  system  costs 
will  be  repaid  and  almost  all  of  the  basic 
project  costs  will  be  repaid.  The  annual 
benefit-cost  ratio  is  2V2  to  1. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  fine  committee  has 
given  this  matter  long  and  thorough 
study  over  the  years  and  in  summary 
had  this  to  say: 

On  the  basis  of  its  extensive  consideration 
and  examination  of  the  San  Luis  project 
over  the  past  several  years,  the  committee 
finds  that  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  is  physi¬ 
cally  and  economically  feasible  and  a  de¬ 
sirable  and  logical  addition  to  the  Federal 
Central  Valley  project. 

The  committee  finds  that  water  service  to 
this  area  is  urgently  needed  to  prevent  most 
of  the  area  from  returning  to  desert,  and  the 
committee  believes  that  the  San  Luis  unit 
should  be  authorized  and  construction  un¬ 
dertaken  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

The  legislation  here  reported  provides  a 
sound  basis  for  joint  Federal-State  develop¬ 
ment  and  use  of  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  site 
and  for  an  agreement  between  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  and  the  State  with  respect  to 
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such,  development.  At  the  same  time  the 
legislation  provides  the  means  whereby  the 
project  can  be  constructed  as  an  all-Federal 
development  in  the  event  an  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  Department  and  the  State  is  not 
reached. 

I  urge  you  to  approve  this  project. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Mc- 
FallL 

(Mr.  McFALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McFALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  7155,  the  Sisk  bill  to 
authorize  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project  and  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  the  State  of  California 
with  respect  to  its  construction  and  oper¬ 
ation. 

This  proposal  represents,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  the  best  possible  example  of  Federal- 
State  action  in  water  resources  develop¬ 
ment. 

The  operation  of  the  Federal  San  Luis 
unit  would  conserve  and  regulate  sur¬ 
plus  wintertime  water  that  now  wastes 
into  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  make  it 
usable,  along  with  additional  CVP  water 
from  storage,  in  the  water-deficient  San 
Joaquin  Valley  to  the  south. 

The  water  made  available  would  pro¬ 
vide  a  supplemental  water  supply  for  the 
irrigation  of  about  480,000  acres  of  highly 
productive  land  on  the  west  side  of  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley.  The  unit  would 
also  provide  some  domestic  and  munici¬ 
pal  water  as  well  as  important  benefits 
to  recreation  and  to  the  preservation 
and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife. 

At  the  same  time,  construction  of  this 
Federal  unit  will  allow  the  development 
of  a  State  project  to  serve  additional 
thousands  of  acres  of  land  badly  needing 
irrigation  and  will  serve  as  the  basis  for 
the  transportation  of  water  from  north 
California  to  south  California  as  is  con¬ 
templated  in  the  State  water  plan. 

This  Federal-State  cooperative  pattern 
might  well  also  provide  solutions  to  other 
water  problems  throughout  the  Nation, 
with  resulting  savings  to  the  States  in¬ 
volved  and  to  the  Federal  Government. 

The  joint-use  plant  of  the  San  Luis 
Reservoir  site,  apparently  the  only  ade¬ 
quate  and  feasible  storage  site  in  the 
area,  is  the  outcome  of  a  situation  in 
which  the  Federal  Government  and  the 
State  of  California  found  themselves  pro¬ 
posing  key  projects  utilizing  the  same 
reservoir  site.  The  State’s  Feather  River 
project  plan  calls  for  storage  at  the  San 
Luis  location,  as  does  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  unit  of  the  great  Central  Val¬ 
ley  project. 

In  spite  of  the  manifest  difficulties  in 
drawing  up  workable  legislation  to  ac¬ 
complish  this  joint  purpose,  the  House 
Interior  Committee,  through  the  per¬ 
sistent  and  knowledgeable  leadership  of 
Congressman  Sisk  over  the  past  4  years, 
has  drawn  a  bill  that  can  and  will  do 
the  job. 

The  San  Luis  project  directly  fits  the 
purposes  and  objectives  of  our  national 
reclamation  policy,  and  the  Secretary  of 
Interior,  after  full  study,  has  described 
.the  project  as  economically  feasible  and 


with  a  very  favorable  benefit  to  cost 
ratio  of  2  y2  to  1. 

The  project  would  be  operated  under 
Federal  reclamation  law,  and  I  would 
support  amendment  of  the  measure 
under  consideration  to  delete  the  sec¬ 
tion  7  provision  in  this  regard,  which  has 
been  the  subject  of  some  considerable 
discussion  and  misunderstanding. 

The  committee  report  makes  it  clear 
that  this  section  is  not  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  the  bill.  Some  peo¬ 
ple  feel  that  the  section  would  alter  or 
modify  existing  provisions  of  Federal 
reclamation  law,  including  the  160-acre 
limitation.  I  feel  that  under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances  it  is  better  to  leave  the  Fed¬ 
eral  law  as  it  is  and  remove  section  7 
from  this  bill.  We  in  California  are  not 
seeking  any  exemptions  or  favors  that 
are  not  now  available  to  all  other  States 
under  general  reclamation  law.  The 
160 -acre  limitation  has  long  since  proved 
its  worth  in  the  development  of  our 
West. 

Because  of  the  lack  of  a  firm  water 
supply,  the  area  to  be  served  by  San 
Luis  does  not  now  lend  itself  to  the 
development  of  family-sized  farms. 
With  a  firm  supply  of  good  quality 
water  it  is  expected  there  will  be  a  big 
change  in  the  crop  pattern  and  this,  to¬ 
gether  with  application  of  the  acreage 
limitations,  will  cause  the  large  holdings 
to  be  broken  up  into  family-sized  farms 
in  the  best  tradition  of  American  agri¬ 
culture. 

Also  it  is  important  to  note  that  the 
pattern  of  family  size  farming  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  toward  the  nonbasic  crops,  the 
speciality  crops  such  as  fruits,  nuts,  and 
vegetables,  which  are  not  a  part  of  our 
great  national  agriculture  surplus  prob¬ 
lem.  It  is  estimated  that  without  this 
project,  lands  remaining  under  irriga¬ 
tion  from  ground  units  would  be  devoted 
to  grain  and  cotton,  which  you  will  recog¬ 
nize  as  two  of  our  problem  crops. 

The  action  we  take  today  on  this 
legislation  will  set  the  pattern  for  water 
and  agriculture  development  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  for  the  next  decade  or  longer  and 
it  may  well  show  the  way  to  other  States 
with  similar  problems.  Our  State  and 
our  Nation  need  this  project.  I  ear¬ 
nestly  solicit  your  support  of  this 
measure. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Mc- 
Ginley]. 

(Mr.  McGINLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  McGINLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  a 
member  of  the  committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  and  as  a  member  of  the 
Nebraska  delegation,  I  am  in  support  of 
this  legislation.  As  an  important  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  development  of  the  Central 
Valley  project  in  California,  the  San 
Luis  portion  is  unique  in  many  ways. 
Its  arrival  here,  in  bill  form,  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  today  is  the  culmination 
of  many  years  of  discussion,  planning, 
negotiating,  and  resolving  of  many  di¬ 
verse  and  conflicting  interests  in  the 
State  of  California,  all  of  which  have  a 
legitimate  stake  in  the  final  agreement 
that  is  represented  in  this  legislation. 
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To  me,  as  a  resident  of  the  Platte  Val¬ 
ley  of  Nebraska,  one  of  the  most  inter¬ 
esting  beneficial  features  of  the  San  Luis 
project  is  the  anticipated  recharge  of  the 
underground  water  supply  that  will  re¬ 
sult.  The  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Sisk]  has  explained  the  critical 
depletion  of  ground  water  in  the  San  Joa¬ 
quin  Valley  which  has  been  drawn  upon 
for  pump  irrigation.  He  says  that 
whereas  it  once  was  possible  to  have  effi¬ 
cient  wells  of  the  depth  of  200  feet,  that 
it  is  now  necessary  to  install  wells  hav¬ 
ing  a  depth  of  1,000  and  2,000  feet.  It 
is  unnecessary  to  elaborate  on  the  obvi¬ 
ous  cost  of  the  farming  operation  that 
must  resort  to  such  massive  investments 
in  deep-well  facilities. 

Of  course,  each  of  us  from  our  own 
regions  encounter  different  problems  in 
the  goal  of  using  our  water  resources  to 
the  fullest  advantage  and  efficiency. 
But  I  am  most  interested  in  this  aspect 
of  reclamation  project  benefits — that  of 
recharging  the  diminishing  ground- 
water  levels  in  established  agricultural 
areas.  Although  it  is  one  of  the  most 
real  benefits,  it  is  unfortunately  one  of 
the  least  measurable  from  the  standpoint 
of  methods  used  in  arriving  at  a  benefit- 
to-cost  ratio. 

Maintenance  of  a  stable  groundwater 
reserve  is  becoming  more  ‘and  more  im¬ 
portant  in  farming  areas  where  farmers 
have  made  heavy  capital  expenditures  in 
pump  irrigation  works.  We  have  recog¬ 
nized  this  in  the  Platte  Valley  of  central 
Nebraska,  a  rich  farming  and  livestock 
feeding  area,  where  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  has  presented  the  mid-State 
project  as  a  means  to  alleviate  the 
threatening  decline  in  our  natural  water 
table. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  my  provi- 
lege  as  a  first-term  member  of  the  Irri¬ 
gation  and  Reclamation  Subcommittee 
to  1  ave  had  a  small  part  in  the  formula¬ 
tion  of  this  legislation.  I  congratulate 
my  colleague,  Mr.  Sisk,  and  the  other 
Members  from  California  who  have  la¬ 
bored  so  long  to  bring  the  San  Luis 
project  closer  to  reality. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Cohelan]. 

(Mr.  COHELAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  ) 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  like 
the  gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Ull- 
man]  ,  I  share  the  general  feelings  which 
have  been  so  well  expressed  that  the  San 
Luis  project  is  a  good  project  and  should 
be  passed.  While  I  favor  the  project 
and  urge  its  passage,  I  also  strongly 
urge  the  adoption  of  an  amendment 
which  will  be  introduced  at  the  appro¬ 
priate  time  by  the  gentleman  from  Ore¬ 
gon  to  delete  section  7  from  the  bill. 

The  basic  question,  then,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  is  how  Federal  reclamation  law, 
and  specifically  the  historic  and  tradi¬ 
tional  160-acre  limitation,  shall  apply  to 
a  reclamation  project,  like  the  proposed 
San  Luis  Reservoir,  in  the  construction 
of  which  the  Federal  Government  is 
joined  in  some  part  by  a  State. 

Generally,  the  San  Luis  bill  provides 
for  construction  of  a  major  central  res- 
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ervoir  just  about  in  the  center  of  our 
State  to  store  waters  gathered  in  the 
northern  and  eastern  mountain  ranges. 
From  this  vital  storage  basin,  water 
would  then  be  distributed  to  parched 
lands  in  the  central,  southern,  and 
coastal  areas  of  California. 

In  the  two  major  valleys  in  the  in¬ 
terior  of  California,  the  Sacramento  and 
San  Joaquin  Valleys,  we  already  have  a 
vast  Federal  reclamation  project — the 
Central  Valley  project.  Some  of  the 
San  Luis  waters  would  be  used  to  en¬ 
large  the  Central  Valley  project  to  in¬ 
clude  valuable  acreage  now  served  by 
deep  wells  which  are  drying  up.  Other 
San  Luis  waters  would  be  distributed 
to  southern  and  coastal  areas  of  the 
State. 

According  to  the  plan  envisioned  in 
the  San  Luis  Reservoir  bill,  H.R.  7155, 
the  Federal  Government  will  build 
canals  to  take  part  of  the  San  Luis  water 
to  the  new  Central  Valley  project  land. 
The  State  will  build  separate  canals  to 
carry  water  to  the  southern  and  coastal 
areas.  Now  this  is  the  heart  of  the 
matter:  Those  who  support  section  7  of 
this  bill  and  argue  for  its  retention  pro¬ 
pose  that  the  question  of  how  Federal 
reclamation  law  shall  apply  shall  be 
simply  solved  on  the  basis  that  water 
earned  through  State-constructed  ca¬ 
nals  is  “State  project”  water  and  shall 
not  be  controlled  by  Federal  reclamation 
law.  Of  course,  it  is  all  right,  they  say, 
for  the  water  distributed  from  the  San 
Luis  Reservoir  through  Federally  con¬ 
structed  canals  to  be  termed  “Federal 
project”  water  and  distributed  under 
the  160-acre  limitation  and  other  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  law.  In  short,  this  bill 
applies  Federal  reclamation  law  simply 
on  the  basis  of  whether  the  State  or 
the  Federal  Government  distributes  the 
water  after  it  leaves  the  San  Luis 
Reservoir. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  gross  over¬ 
simplification  which  blithely  overlooks 
the  vast  Federal  expenditure  in  the 
many  and  extensive  dams,  powerhouses, 
canals,  and  other  facilities  which  will  be 
used  in  gathering  the  water  which  will 
be  stored  in  the  San  Luis  Reservoir,  and 
fails  completely  to  take  into  account  the 
vast  Federal  expenditure  which  would  go 
into  the  construction  of  the  San  Luis 
Reservoir  itself. 

Let  us  take  a  closer  look.  The  flow  of 
water  into  the  Sacramento -San  Joaquin 
Delta,  the  natural  pool  from  which  the 
San  Luis  Reservoir  would  be  directly 
filled,  is  regulated  and  controlled  by  the 
Shasta  Dam,  the  Keswick  Dam,  the  Nim¬ 
bus  Dam,  the  Folsom  Dam,  and  others. 
These  are  all  projects  which  were  con¬ 
structed  with  Federal  funds.  Further¬ 
more,  waters  en  route  to  San  Luis  Res¬ 
ervoir  would  pass  through  the  delta 
cross-channel,  a  project  constructed 
with  Federal  funds.  These  same  waters 
would  be  pumped  up  out  of  the  delta  en 
route  to  San  Luis  through  the  Tracy 
pumping  plant,  a  project  constructed 
with  Federal  funds.  Finally,  San  Luis 
pumping  facilities  will  be  activated  by 
power  from  federally  constructed  power- 
plants  in  the  Central  Valley  project. 

Now  we  get  to  the  San  Luis  project 
itself.  The  immense  substructure  of  the 


San  Luis  Reservoir,  the  deep  founda¬ 
tions,  and  the  first  story  of  the  dam 
would  be  constructed  and  financed  by 
the  Federal  Government.  On  top  of  this, 
it  is  proposed  that  the  State  of  California 
build  a  second  story  so  that  .it  will  be 
possible  to  store  more  water.  The  basic 
unit  would  be  a  Federal  project  and 
without  this  primary  Federal  investment 
there  would  be  no  reservoir  for  the  State 
to  later  expand. 

These  are  the  facts:  First,  Federal 
structures  regulate  and  control  the  water 
which  will  be  gathered  at  San  Luis,  and, 
second.  Federal  investment  will  make  the 
San  Luis  Reservoir  possible. 

These  are  the  facts  which  we  are  asked 
to  ignore  when  it  comes  to  the  question 
of  how  Federal  reclamation  law  shall 
apply.  Section  7  of  H.R.  7155  would  have 
us  ignore  the  Federal  interest  in  the 
structures  by  which  water  is  brought  to, 
and  stored  at,  San  Luis  and  simply  di¬ 
vide  the  water  after  that  point  on  the 
basis  of  whether  it  is  then  distributed 
by.  the  State  works  or  by  Federal  works 
and  apply  Federal  reclamation  law 
accordingly. 

Federal  reclamation  law,  specifically 
the  Warren  Act,  bases  the  application 
of  Federal  reclamation  law  on  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  what  facilities  the  water  passes 
through,  not  just  at  one  point  along  the 
way,  but  throughout  the  whole  project — 
not  just  on  the  canal  through  which  the 
water  passes  from  a  particular  reservoir, 
but  on  the  dams  and  canals  and  reser¬ 
voirs  through  which  it  passes  from  point 
of  origin  to  point  of  use. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  to  de¬ 
lete  section  7  from  H.R.  7155  is  intended 
to  do  only  one  thing,  namely,  remove 
that  section  of  this  bill  which  predeter¬ 
mines  that  Federal  reclamation  law  shall 
be  applied  on  the  basis  of  who  carries 
water  from  the  San  Luis  Reservoir,  the 
section  which  completely  ignores  the 
extensive  Federal  interest  in  San  Luis 
itself  and  in  the  vast  facilities  which 
will  bring  that  water  to  the  San  Luis 
pool. 

Congress  cannot  ignore  that  Federal 
interest.  Indeed,  the  sole  job  of  the 
Congress  in  this  matter  is  to  jealously 
protect  the  Federal  interest. 

Mr.  Chairman,  deletion  of  section  7  of 
this  bill  will  accomplish  two  things.  Not 
only  will  it  protect  the  traditional  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  law,  but  it  will  also  as¬ 
sure  the  passage  of  this  legislation  which 
is  so  important  to  the  State  of  California. 
The  other  body  last  year  passed  the  San 
Luis  bill  after  deleting  this  same  lan¬ 
guage,  and,  in  doing  so,  made  it  clear 
that  a  House  bill  which  includes  this 
controversial  section  will  not  be  ac¬ 
ceptable. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  the 
Ullman  amendment  to  protect  Federal 
reclamation  principles  and  to  assure  the 
passage  of  this  legislation  which  will 
create  a  vital,  worthwhile  reclamation 
project  much  needed  in  California. 

The  following  letter  from  Dr.  Paul 
Taylor,  professor  of  economics  and  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Institute  of  International 
Studies  at  the  University  of  California 
in  Berkeley,  Calif. — a  distinguished  econ¬ 
omist  long  regarded  as  an  expert  on 


water  and  land  policy — is  well  worth  the 
careful  attention  of  our  colleagues.  It 
is  a  summary  statement  of  Professor 
Taylor’s  views  on  the  San  Luis  project. 

April  6,  1960. 

Hon.  Jeffery  Cohelan, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Cohelan:  A  proposal 
is  before  the  House  to  abandon  this  Nation’s 
historic  policy  of  distributing  the  benefits  of 
water  widely,  rather  than  reserving  them  for 
the  few. 

Specifically,  section  7  of  H.R.  7155  (San 
Luis)  proposes  to  grant  waters  destined  for 
delivery  to  a  so-called  State  service  area 
the  special  privilege  of  using  Federal  facili¬ 
ties  without  observing  the  Federal  excess  land 
law.  It  has  been  a  practice  to  defend  some 
past  proposals  for  similar  exemption  on  the 
ground  that  few  large  landholdings  were 
involved  in  the  area,  perhaps  on  an  unspoken 
theory  that  a  violation  of  public  policy  is 
not  really  a  violation  if  it  is  small  enough. 
Even  that  specious  plea  cannot  be  made  to 
Congress  at  San  Luis. 

The  proposal  of  HR.  7155  is  to  exempt,  not 
a  handful  of  large  landowners,  but  an  area 
of  perhaps  the  greatest  concentration  of 
landownership  of  an  irrigable  area  in  the 
United  States.  In  1947  34  individuals  or 
corporations,  according  to  reports  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation  to  Congress,  owned  close 
to  three-quarters  of  a  million  acres  “in  prob¬ 
able  present  and  future  San  Joaquin  Valley 
service  areas”  of  water  development.  None 
of  them  owned  less  than  5,000  acres  each. 
(Senate  Public  Lands  Subcommittee  hearings 
on  S.  912,  80th  Cong.  1st  sess.,  p.  864.) 

In  face  of  this  frontal  attack  on  national 
policy,  we  need  to  remind  the  public  that  the 
160-acre  limitation  is  exceedingly  generous 
to  large  landowners.  If  it  disappoints  them, 
it  is  not  because  reclamation  law  is  not 
lavish  in  the  benefits  it  bestows,  but  because 
the  law  places  a  ceiling  on  the  benefits  one 
individual  can  receive.  The  excess  land  law 
takes  nothing  from  its  beneficiaries  except 
hopes  and  expectations  of  gain  that  Congress 
has  decided  are  beyond  what  they  can  appro¬ 
priately  be  permitted  to  receive.  A  few 
simple  arithmetic  calculations  of  subsidies 
on  a  project  adjacent  to  San  Luis  can  be  used 
to  suggest  the  ceiling,  and  leave  to  anyone’s 
judgment  whether  it  is  unreasonably  low, 
and  a  just  ground  for  complaint.  In  1957 
California  Congressmen  (Engle,  Miller, 
Moss,  Hagen,  Sisk,  McFall)  estimated  that 
the  per  acre  subsidy  on  Federal  Central 
Valley  project,  adjacent  to  San  Luis,  is  $577, 
or  $92,320  for  160  acres;  or  $184,640  for  320 
acres  of  water  allowed  to  man  and  wife  by 
current  interpretation  of  the  excess  land 
limitation.  These  estimates  are  exclusive 
of  flood  control  subsidies,  and  exclusive  of 
the  privilege  accorded  to  excess  landowners 
of  operating  their  entire  acreages,  no  matter 
how  extensive,  with  a  subsidized  water  supply 
for  about  10  years  prior  to  sale  of  the  excess 
holdings.  The  financial  magnitude  of  this 
operating  privilege  has  been  acknowledged 
to  Congress  by  a  witness  unfriendly  to  any 
protective  limitation  whatsoever  on  the 
amount  of  public  subsidy  to  individuals: 

“Let  us  lay  the  cards  on  the  table  with 
respect  to  a  particular,  named,  large  land- 
owner.  I  will  give  you  my  own  opinion  of 
his  willingness  to  sign  the  160-acre  limita¬ 
tion.  He  thinks  if  he  gets  water  for  10  years 
on  there  without  having  to  sell  it,  he  can 
make  enough  out  of  it  so  he  can  afford  to 
sell  the  land  at  any  old  price.”  (Testimony 
of  Harry  W.  Horton,  chief  counsel,  Imperial 
Irrigation  District,  California,  hearings  be¬ 
fore  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs,  85th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  on  S. 
1425,  S.  2541,  and  S.  3448,  pp.  87,  88.) 

To  approve  section  7  would  be  to  say  that 
subsidies  and  gains  from  public  expenditures 
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of  these  large,  not  to  say  vast  magnitudes, 
are  too  small. 

So  far  as  I  know,  no  one  has  offered  any 
reason  why  this  great  concentration  of  land- 
ownership  in  a  California  “State  service  area” 
should  be  freed  from  the  compliance  with 
law  expected  of  other  landowners.  The  au¬ 
thor  of  the  National  Reclamation  Act,  and 
other  original  sponsors  of  reclamation  said 
they  had  this  very  concentration  of  large 
holdings  in  mind  when  Congress  passed  the 
160-acre  water  limitation  in  the  first  place. 

Instead  of  pointing  out  characteristics,  if 
any,  of  this  extreme  concentration  of  land- 
ownership  in  the  San  Luis  area,  that  might 
support  a  plea  for  special  treatment,  the 
specious  reason  is  advanced  that  State  law 
should  govern  a  State-served  area.  This, 
of  course,  is  misleading;  section  7  is  unnec¬ 
essary  to  assure  that  waters  delivered  to 
State  service  areas  will  be  governed  by  State 
law.  The  fact  is  that  Federal  law  applies  at 
San  Luis  because  these  waters  use  Federal 
facilities,  as  the  very  language  of  section  7 
acknowledges.  There  is  no  evidence  at  all 
that  the  owners  of  vast  landholdings  in  the 
State  service  area  want  State  law  to  apply; 
on  the  contrary,  they  want  no  acreage  limi¬ 
tation  law  at  all,  neither  Federal  nor  State. 

California  has  a  State  law  which  it 
adopted,  viz,  Federal  acreage  limitation  for 
Federal  projects  in  the  State,  but  a  gap  in 
State  law  leaves  the  so-called  State  service 
area  uncovered  by  the  State’s  policy.  Large 
California  landholders  seek,  not  to  extend 
State  law  in  accord  with  State  policy,  but 
to  preserve  the  gap.  A  recent  decision  of  the 
California  supreme  court,  on  February  29, 
1960,  declares  this  identity  of  Federal  and 
State  policy  and  law  on  Federal  projects  in 
the  State.  The  court  said  there  is  no 

“basic  conflict  between  Federal  policy  and 
law  on  one  hand,  and  State  policy  and  law 
on  the  other.  *  *  *  The  Federal  Congress  by 
the  passage  of  section  5  of  the  Reclamation 
Act,  has  determined,  lawfully,  that  the  160- 
acre  limitation,  is  a  basic  part  of  Federal 
policy.  The  State  legislature  has  adopted 
this  concept  as  State  policy  by  specifically 
authorizing  irrigation  districts  to  enter  into 
contracts  for  project  water  that  contain  the 
160-acre  limitation  (Wat.  Code,  sec.  23195).” 
( Ivanhoe  Irr.  Dist.  v.  All  parties  (53  Advance 
Cal.  718).) 

California  policy  adverse  to  large  landhold¬ 
ings  is  even  older  than  Federal-State  recla¬ 
mation  legislation.  The  State  constitution 
contains  a  320-acre  limitation  on  grants  of 
State  lands  (art.  XVII,  secs.  2  and  3);  and 
the  convention  debates  show  that  article 
XVII  was  adopted  largely  in  protest  against 
concentration  of  landownership  in  the  very 
State  service  area  for  which  section  7  now 
seeks  an  exemption  from  Federal  law.  Inter¬ 
preting  article  XVH,  the  California  Supreme 
Court  has  said: 

“It  must  be  manifest  that  all  lands  within 
this  State  should,  so  far  as  governmental 
action  could  accomplish  it  without  violating 
private  rights,  be  held  in  small  tracts  and 
constitute  homes  for  its  owners”  ( Fulton  v. 
Brannan  (88  Cal.  454,  455)). 

There  is  no  evidence,  however,  that  the 
California  Legislature  intends  to  close  the 
gap  in  State  law  in  order  to  achieve  State 
policy  on  the  San  Luis  “State  service  area.” 
On  the  contrary,  the  legislature  has  defeated 
attempts  to  close  the  gap  in  1957  and  again 
in  1959.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  legis¬ 
lature  will  do  differently  in  the  future.  On 
the  contrary,  a  leading  association  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  with  spokesmen  for  very  large  land- 
holdings  on  its  directorate  appears  confident 
that  the  legislature  can  be  relied  upon  not 
to  bring  State  law  into  line  with  State  policy. 
As  recently  as  February  12,  1960,  the  Feather 
River  Project  Association  opposed  Federal 
construction  of  San  Luis  joint-use  facilities 
if  Congress  rejects  the  exemption  proposed 
by  section  7,  and  proposes  turning  construc¬ 
tion  over  to  the  State.  Of  course,  the  people 


of  the  State  may  not  approve  this  proposal 
to  help  large  landholders  escape  from  public 
policy. 

The  Feather  River  project  joins  others  who 
have  been  saying  to  Congress,  "It  is  essential 
to  the  State  water  development  program  that 
State  laws  apply  to  its  water  service  areas” 
(FRPA  Newsletter,  Feb.  29,  1960).  There  is 
no  State  law,  and  most  of  those  who  insist 
on  section  7  do  not  want  any  State  law.  The 
appeal  to  demolish  existing  Federal  law  in 
order  to  make  way  for  an  alleged  State  law 
appears  to  resemble  an  invitation  to  Congress 
to  permit  itself  to  be  led  by  the  hand  into 
a  dark  cellar  at  midnight,  searching  for  a 
black  cat  that  isn’t  there. 

At  this  time  no  one  can  even  be  certain 
how  much  of  a  State  water  project  there  will 
be.  California  voters  will  not  decide  prior 
to  November  1960  whether  they  approve  a 
general  obligation  bond  issue  in  the  amount 
of  $1.75  billion  to  start  financing  a  program. 
Opposition  to  these  bonds  is  strong,  and  for 
many  reasons.  The  California  Federation  of 
Labor,  in  the  absence  of  policy  protection  at 
least  equal  in  strength  to  the  Federal  160- 
acre  limitation,  is  among  the  organizations 
that  oppose  the  issue. 

If  California  should  decide  to  put  up 
money  for  a  State  program,  is  even  that  a 
reason  why  Congress  should  scrap  a  good 
Federal  policy?  The  160-acre  protection  was 
written  for  the  benefit  of  the  many  in  every 
State,  including  California,  and  not  for  the 
few.  Congress  has  rejected  proposals  to  sell 
policy  in  exchange  for  money  before  this. 
The  57th  Congress,  facing  this  question,  said 
“No.”  It  specifically  repudiated  “commuta¬ 
tion”  of  policy  for  money  in  framing  the 
original  act  of  1902  because  it  knew  how  seri¬ 
ously  cash  purchases  of  land  had  damaged 
the  policy  of  the  homestead  law  (sec.  3,  38 
Stat.  389;  Paul  V/.  Gates,  “Homestead  Law  in 
an  Incongruous  Land  System,”  41  Am.  Hist. 
Rev.  655,  656) . 

You  will  appreciate,  surely,  that  I  am  not 
speaking  of  conscious  purposes  of  congres¬ 
sional  sponsors  of  section  7,  H.R.  7155,  but 
rather  of  the  natural  and  probable  damage 
to  policy  that  would  result  if  Congress  should 
take  the  action  they  propose.  The  damage 
was  described  as  intentional  on  the  part  of 
excess-land  owners  as  long  ago  as  1944,  before 
the  present  sponsors  were  Members  of  the 
Congress,  when  a  national  magazine  forecast 
that  large  landowners  in  Central  Valley 
would  seek  to  make  use  of  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  as  a  means  of  escape  from  acreage 
limitation.  “Another  proposal,”  it  wrote, 
“said  to  have  originated  among  the  big  land- 
owners  of  Fresno  County,  is  for  the  State  of 
California  to  take  over  the  Central  Valley 
project,  paying  the  entire  bill.”  (Business 
Week,  May  13,  1944,  p.  24.)  Section  7  of  H.R. 
7155  and  the  resolution  of  the  Feather  River 
Project  Association  on  February  12,  1960,  ap¬ 
pear  to  harmonize  with  this  forecast. 

The  160-acre  limitation  of  1902  was  an 
expression  in  reclamation  law  of  a  principle 
embodied  even  earlier  in  homestead  and  pre¬ 
emption  land  laws,  favoring  widespread  own¬ 
ership  of  property  rather  than  concentration. 
Widespread  ownership  was  believed  to  be 
favorable,  if  not  necessary  to  government 
by  the  people.  Speaking  in  1820  at  the  bi¬ 
centennial  of  the  landing  of  the  Pilgrims, 
Daniel  Webster  said: 

“Their  situation  demanded  a  ■  parceling 
out  and  division  of  the  lands;  and  it  may  be 
said  fairly  that  this  necessary  act  fixed  the 
future  frame  and  form  of  their  Government. 
The  character  of  their  political  institutions 
was  determined  by  the  fundamental  laws 
respecting  property.  *  *  *  The  consequence 
of  all  these  causes  has  been  a  great  subdivi¬ 
sion  of  the  soil,  and  a  great  equality  of  con¬ 
dition;  the  true  basis  most  certainly  of  pop¬ 
ular  government.”  (Webster,  discourse  de¬ 
livered  at  Plymouth,  Dec.  22,  1820.  In 

commemoration  of  the  first  settlement  in 
New  England  53-54  (3d  ed.  1825). 


Is  widespread  ownership  of  land  by  fam¬ 
ilies  outmoded?  No  American  political  party 
has  said  so  yet.  No  studies  of  agricultural 
production  indicate  that  family  farms  of 
sizes  permitted  by  acreage  limitation  are  in¬ 
efficient.  During  the  recent  visit  to  this 
country  of  Mr.  Khrushchev,  the  name  of  a 
distinguished  Member  of  the  House  was  ap¬ 
pended  to  a  vigorous  letter  published  in  the 
Washington  Post,  saying: 

“I  would  inform  Mr.  Khrushchev,  if  he 
does  not  now  know  it,  that  the  independent 
family  farm  was  the  foundation  upon  which 
America’s  free  enterprise  economy  was  con¬ 
structed”  (Sept.  13,  1959,  p.  A12). 

Section  7  is  an  attack  on  the  family  farm, 
and  on  small  business,  too.  Some  years  ago, 
about  the  time  when  Congress  was  rejecting 
proposals  similar  to  section  7,  made  by  for¬ 
mer  Congressman  Alfred  Elliott  and  by  for¬ 
mer  Senators  Sheridan  Downey  and  William 
Knowland  (H.R.  3961,  sec.  4,  78th  Cong.; 
S.  912,  80th  Cong.),  a  study  was  made  com¬ 
paring  the  effect  of  family-size  and  large- 
scale  farming,  respectively,  on  small  business 
in  Central  Valley,  Calif.  The  Senate  Small 
Business  Committee  published  the  results  in 
1946  under  the  title  “Small  Business  and  the 
Community:  A  Study  in  Central  Valley  of 
California  on  Effects  of  Scale  of  Farm  Oper¬ 
ations.”  (Report  of  the  Special  Committee 
To  Study  Problems  of  American  Small  Busi¬ 
ness,  U.S.  Senate,  79th  Cong.,  pursuant  to 
S.  Res.  28,  committee  print  No.  13,  Dec. 
23,  1946.)  On  page  5  that  reports  ays. 

“Certain  conclusions  are  particularly  sig¬ 
nificant  to  the  small  businessman,  and  to  an 
understanding  of  the  importance  of  his 
place  in  a  .community.  Not  only  does  the 
small  farm  itself  constitute  small  business, 
but  it  supports  flourishing  small  commercial 
business. 

“Analysis  of  the  business  conditions  in 
the  communities  of  Arvin  and  Dinuba  shows 
that— 

“(1)  The  small  farm  community  sup¬ 
ported  62  separate  business  establishments, 
to  but  35  in  the  large-farm  community; 
a  ratio  in  favor  of  the  small-farm  commu¬ 
nity  of  nearly  2:1. 

“(2)  The  volume  of  retail  trade  in  the 
small-farm  community  during  the  12-month 
period  analyzed  was  $4,303,000  as  against 
only  $2,535,000  in  the  large-farm  commu¬ 
nity.  Retail  trade  in  the  small-farm  com¬ 
munity  was  greater  by  61  percent.  (See 
figure  and  table,  pp.  83  and  84.) 

“(3)  The  expenditure  for  household  sup¬ 
plies  and  building  equipment  was  over  three 
times  as  great  in  the  small-farm  community 
as  it  was  in  the  large-farm  community. 

“The  investigation  disclosed  other  vast 
differences  in  the  economic  and  social  life 
of  the  two  communities,  and  affords  strong 
support  for  the  belief  that  small  farms  pro¬ 
vide  the  basis  for  a  richer  community  life 
and  a  greater  sum  of  those  values  for  which 
American  stands,  than  do  industrialized 
farms  of  the  usual  type.” 

Introducing  the  Arvin-Dinuba  study,  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  committee  said: 

“The  bearing  on  the  American  way  of  life 
which  is  all-important  to  all  of  us  who  seek 
to  see  the  virility  of  this  Nation  go  on  unim¬ 
paired,  is  at  once  apparent.  I  submit  this 
study  to  the  Senate  Small  Business  Com¬ 
mittee,  to  the  United  States  Senate,  and  the 
citizens  of  this  country,  feeling  that  it  fur¬ 
ther  indicates  the  importance  of  independ¬ 
ent  small-scale  business  as  the  cornerstone 
of  our  American  economic  system  of  free 
enterprise.” 

It  is  surprising  that  the  attempt  to  escape 
from  a  policy  so  fundamental,  while  accept¬ 
ing  benefits  from  generous  public  appropria¬ 
tions,  could  have  advanced  so  far.  Last 
May,  a  Senator  described  the  Senate  meas¬ 
ure  companion  to  section  7  of  H.R.  7155  as  a 
proposal  for  “one  of  the  greatest  land  steals 
in  the  history  of  this  Nation.”  (Congres- 
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sional  Record,  May  11,  1959,  p.  7052;  sec.  6a, 
S.  44.) 

If  Daniel  Webster  knew  the  dangers  of 
concentrated  landownership  in  1820,  and 
Abraham  Lincoln  knew  them  In  1862  when 
he  signed  the  Homestead  Act,  Theodore 
Roosevelt  knew  them  also  when  he  inspired 
the  160-acre  limitation  in  the  Reclamation 
Act  he  signed  in  1902.  A  few  years  after¬ 
wards,  when  in  San  Francisco,  he  told  the 
Commonwealth  Club  of  California: 

“Now  I  have  struck  the  crux  of  my  appeal 
for  the  excess  land  law.  I  wish  to  save 
the  very  wealthy  men  of  this  country  and 
their  advocates  and  upholders  from  the 
ruin  that  they  would  bring  upon  themselves 
if  they  were  permitted  to  have  their  way. 
It  is  because  I  am  against  revolution;  it  is 
because  I  am  against  the  doctrines  of  the 
extremists,  of  the  Socialists;  it  is  because 
I  wish  to  see  this  country  of  ours  continued 
as  a  genuine  democracy;  it  is  because  I  dis¬ 
trust  violence  and  disbelieve  in  it;  it  is  be¬ 
cause  I  wish  to  secure  this  country  against 
ever  seeing  a  time  when  the  ‘have-nots’ 
shall  rise  against  the  ‘haves’;  it  is  because  I 
Wish  to  secure  for  our  children  and  our 
grandchildren  and  for  their  children’s  chil¬ 
dren  the  same  freedom  of  opportunity,  the 
same  peace  and  order  and  justice  that  we 
have  had  in  the  past.”  (7  Transactions  of 
the  Commonwealth  Club  108  (1912-13).) 

Today,  more  even  than  a  domestic  issue  of 
internal  stability  is  raised  by  section  7.  At 
stake,  also,  is  the  imagine  of  ourselves  as  a 
Nation  that  we  wish  to  project  to  the  world. 
Eight  years  ago  Senator  Paul  Douglas,  of 
Illinois,  wrote  to  a  Secretary  of  the  Interior: 

“The  great  landowners  of  the  Kings  River 
and  Tulare  Lake  area  apparently  have  not 
hesitated  to  seek  public  appropriations  for 
their  own  benefit  while  deferring  and  pos¬ 
sibly  defying  compliance  with  a  law  they 
should  be  proud  to  support.  The  President, 
on  the  other  hand,  has  wisely  declared  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  family  farm  to  be  our  na¬ 
tional  policy  at  home  and  abroad.  Land 
reform  has  become  one  of  our  main  instru¬ 
ments  for  stopping  the  spread  of  interna¬ 
tional  communism  and  maintaining  our 
national  security.  *  *  *  Whatever  we  do  on 
Kings  River,  therefore,  will  be  subjected  to 
the  most  searching  examination  of  all  who 
realize  that  our  policy  must  now  meet  the 
test  in  our  ov/n  country  as  well  as  in  for¬ 
eign  lands.”  (98  Congressional  Record 
9181.) 

Why  should  Congress  allow  itself  to  be 
persuaded  now  at  San  Luis,  Calif.,  to  nullify 
the  policy  and  law  it  enacted  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  entire  Nation,  including  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

Sincerely  yours, 

Paul  S.  Taylor. 

I  also  wish  to  add  one  further  inser¬ 
tion,  Mr.  Chairman,  which  is  a  detailed 
statement  explaining  the  views  on  this 
legislation  of  the  California  State  Labor 
Federation,  AFL-CIO: 

Statement  by  California  State  Labor 
Federation,  AFL-CIO 

The  California  Labor  Federation,  AFL-CIO, 
is  deeply  concerned  by  what  appears  to  be  a 
three -pronged  attack  in  Sacramento  and 
Washington  to  thwart  the  aims  of  Federal 
water  policy  and  allow  future  irrigation 
projects  in  California  to  fall  under  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  the  few  corporate  absentee 
owners  who  hold  huge  tracts  of  land  in  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley. 

This  three -pronged  attack  is  manifested 
in  the  following: 

1.  The  San  Luis  legislation  now  being  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  House  Rules  Committee. 

2.  The  irrigation  repayment  contract 
which  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Fred  Seaton 
has  recently  offered  to  districts  in  the  Pine 
Flat  service  area. 


3.  Water  legislation  passed  by  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  State  Legislature. 

These  three  drives  are  not  necessarily  co¬ 
ordinated,  but,  significantly,  each  of  them 
would  serve  the  same  end:  Monopolization 
of  irrigation  water  furnished  by  public 
moneys. 

SAN  LUIS  LEGISLATION 

On  April  24,  1959,  this  organization  mailed 
to  all  Members  of  Congress  an  analysis  (en¬ 
closed)  of  the  San  Luis  bills.  Since  that 
time,  one  of  the  bills,  S.  44,  has  been  passed 
by  the  Senate  with  one  of  the  key  amend¬ 
ments  suggested  in  our  earlier  statement 
(deletion  of  section  6a).  Meanwhile,  H.R. 
7155  has  cleared  the  House  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  is  now  in  the  Rules  Committee. 
H.R.  7155  is  virtually  the  same  bill  as  H.R. 
5687  which  is  analyzed  in  our  enclosed 
statement.  The  most  objectionable  feature 
which  appeared  as  section  6  in  H.R.  5687 
shows  up  in  H.R.  7155  as  section  7. 

We  were  pleased  to  discover  that  some  of 
the  objectionable  language  in  section  3h  has 
been  removed,  but  that  sections  3f  and  3g 
have  not  been  improved. 

Without  repeating  the  substance  of  our 
previous  statement,  we  would  like  to  empha¬ 
size  that  none  of  the  language  to  which 
we  have  objected  is  necessary  in  this  bill. 
The  bill  is  complete  without  it,  the  legal 
framework  for  a  cooperative  State-Federal 
project  already  exists  in  present  Federal 
reclamation  law  and,  finally,  the  inclusion 
of  this  language  can  only  serve  to  confuse 
and  confound  existing  law  to  the  sole  ad¬ 
vantage  of  the  larger  landowners,  some  of 
whom  right  now  are  on  the  verge  of  evading 
the  aims  of  reclamation  law  in  Pine  Flat 
services  are. 

PINE  FLAT  SERVICE  AREA 

Secretary  of  Interior  Fred  Seaton  has  re¬ 
cently  offered  to  the  local  districts  receiving 
irrigation  water  from  Pine  Flat  Dam  repay¬ 
ment  contracts  which  would  allow  them  to 
sidestep  compliance  with  the  so-called  160- 
acre  limitation  (actually  the  320-acre  plus 
limitation)  by  prepaying  the  charges  allo¬ 
cated  for  irrigation,  but  not,  of  course,  all 
the  charges  involved. 

In  offering  to  exchange  policy  for  cash 
by  this  prepayment  doctrine.  Secretary  Sea¬ 
ton  relies  on  an  obtuse  interpretation  of 
reclamation  law.  But  he  fails  to  recognize 
that  : 

1.  This  interpretation  runs  counter  to 
the  strongly  expressed  legislative  intent  of 
the  law.  The  framers  of  reclamation  law 
planned  to  erect  a  permanent  barrier  against 
water  monopoly.  One  that  is  not  for  sale. 

2.  On  two  occasions  (in  1950  and  1951) 
legislation  was  introduced  to  permit  the 
type  of  Pine  Flat  contracts  Seaton  is  now 
proposing.  Congress  did  not  pass  on  either 
bill,  so  Secretary  Seaton  in  1959  is  acting 
without  legislative  authority  and  in  con¬ 
tradiction  to  the  intent  of  the  law  which  is 
supposedly  designed  to  insure  widespread 
distribution  of  the  economic  benefits  of 
public  financed  water  projects. 

About  25  percent  of  the  1  million  acres  in 
the  Pine  Flat  service  area  is  excess  land — 
land  which  should  not  receive  water  from 
Pine  Flat  unless  the  owners  agree  to  abide 
by  the  acreage  limitation.  Incidentally,  the 
dam  has  been  completed  for  5  years,  and  for 
5  years  the  irrigation  water  furnished  there¬ 
from  has  been  distributed  with  total  disre¬ 
gard  for  the  so-called  160-acre  limitation. 
All  the  while,  the  large  landowners  have 
bickered  over  contract  terms. 

The  pattern  of  land  holdings  in  this  area 
breaks  down  like  this:  Some  5,900  owners 
hold  no  excess  land  (no  more  than  160  acres 
per  owner)  while  a  mere  52  farmers  own 
196,466  excess  acres. 

In  the  Federal  service  area  of  the  San  Luis 
project,  66  owners  hold  about  70  percent  of 
the  project’s  450,000  acres. 


The  Pine  Flat  and  San  Luis  situations  are 
closely  related  for  two  reasons  : 

1.  The  interpretation  of  the  law  which 
Seaton  falls  back  on  at  Pine  Flat  is  the  same 
as  one  of  the  arguments  which  supporters 
of  the  San  Luis  legislation  are  using  to  but¬ 
tress  their  claim  that  the  Federal  law  can¬ 
not  be  applied  to  the  alleged  State  part  of  the 
project.  They  say  the  State  will  be  paying 
its  share  of  the  project  as  construction  pro¬ 
ceeds,  therefore,  the  prepayment  doctrine, 
which  would  free  water  from  regulation  once 
allocated  charges  are  paid,  in  this  case  would 
free  State  water  from  regulation. 

Supporters  of  H.R.  7155  also  argue  that 
the  alleged  State  part  of  the  project  is  a 
separate  venture.  Of  course,  if  this  were 
strictly  true,  the  Federal  law  could  not  ap¬ 
ply.  But  the  very  fact  that  these  advocates 
find  it  necessary  to  include  special  exemp¬ 
tions  in  their  bill  and  the  fact  that  they 
rely  so  heavily  on  Seaton’s  unsubstantiated 
interpretation  (see  House  report,  pp.  11— 
16)  seems  to  indicate  that  even  they  have 
some  grave  doubts  about  the  existence  of  any 
separate  State  project. 

This  conclusion  seems  inescapable:  The 
special  language  in  San  Luis  legislation  and 
Seaton’s  ruling  on  Pine  Flat  are  desired  by 
certain  interests  to  evade  application  of  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  law  as  concerns  Federal  fa¬ 
cilities.  We  appreciate  the  fact  that  some 
of  those  supporting  H.R.  7155  have  accepted 
the  questionable  language  as  the  price  they 
must  pay  to  gain  support  from  certain  in¬ 
terests  in  California.  We  do  not  doubt  the 
sincerity  of  these  men,  but  we  cannot  ac¬ 
cept  their  assurances,  and  we  do  not  believe 
that  the  whole  framework  of  future  Cali¬ 
fornia  water  development  should  be  lashed 
to  their  political  commitments. 

2.  The  Pine  Flat  and  San  Luis  situations 
are  also  closely  related  because  many  of 
the  same  corporate  interests  who  hold  huge 
acreages  in  the  Pine  Flat  service  area  also 
have  giant  holdings  in  both  the  State  and 
Federal  service  areas  of  the  San  Luis  project 
which  is  right  next  door.  If  these  interests 
will  negotiate  and  stall  on  Pine  Flat  to  avoid 
the  law — as  they  successfully  have — we  cer¬ 
tainly  can  expect  they  will  resort  to  the 
same  tactics  on  San  Luis.  The  language  of 
the  San  Luis  legislation  should  be  direct  and 
minimal,  not  devious  and  rambling,  it 
should  be  such  that  all  reasonable  men  who 
understand  reclamation  law  are  not  at  odds 
as  to  just  what  every  sentence  means. 

STATE  WATER  LEGISLATION 

Some  supporters  of  H.R.  7155  are  taking 
a  “Let  George  do  it”  attitude  in  regard  to 
antimonopoly  and  antispeculation  controls. 
Rather  than  assert  Federal  authority,  they 
apparently  maintain  the  fiction  of  an  inde¬ 
pendent  State  project,  succumb  to  the  lure 
of  States  rights,  and  design  language  which 
limits,  and  in  part  repeals  Federal  authority. 

We  are  told  that  the  provisions  in  the 
San  Luis  bill  for  State  participation  relate 
to  an  entirely  independent  project,  and  that 
the  Federal  Government  cannot  enforce  its 
regulations.  We  do  not  know  of  any  lateral 
barrier  being  planned  in  the  San  Luis  Dam 
that  will  separate  Federal  water  from  State 
water,  and  prevent  the  latter  from  touching 
Federal  concrete.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  our 
understanding  that  water  for  Federal  de¬ 
liveries  is  to  be  pumped  to  the  San  Luis 
Dam  in  the  winter,  and  that  as  this  water 
is  used  for  irrigation  in  the  summer,  the 
State  would  have  direct  planned  use  of  the 
federally  financed  portion  of  the  dam. 
Again  we  note  that  the  supporters  of  H.R. 
7155,  who  hold  to  the  State’s  rights  point 
of  view,  find  that  to  maintain  this  position, 
they  must  write  special  provisions  into  the 
Federal  bill  to  make  sure  the  Federal  law 
will  not  apply  to  a  State  project. 

The  full  significance  of  this  argument  is 
revealed  by  the  action — or  more  accurately 
the  inaction — of  the  California  Legislature, 
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THe  history  of  the  California  Legislature 
is  consistent  in  efforts  of  the  body  to  evade 
the  application  of  Federal  reclamation  law 
to  California  projects.  This  history  dates 
bach  to  the  period  when  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  assumed  the  responsibility  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  and 
specifically  to  1944,  when  the  legislature 
-  adopted  a  resolution  memorializing  Con¬ 
gress  to  adopt  the  Elliott  rider  to  the  Rivers 
and  Harbors  Act,  designed  to  remove  the 
application  of  the  excess  lands  law  to  the 
Central  Valley  project  (SJR  1,  filed  with  the 
Secretary  of  State,  June  15,  1944,  ch.  24, 
statutes  of  California,  4th  extra  session  of 
the  55th  legislature.) 

In  the  failure  of  the  California  Legislature 
to  secure  exemptions  for  monopoly  land¬ 
holders  in  Federal  law,  it  has  nevertheless 
left  the  door  open  for  these  monopoly  forces 
to  use  the  State  as  a  vehicle  for  undoing 
Federal  reclamation  law. 

This  year  several  important  water  meas¬ 
ures  were  passed  by  the  California  Legisla¬ 
ture.  None  of  them,  however,  contained  any 
type  of  acreage  limitation  or  public  power 
preference.  The  most  important  measure 
was  the  passage  of  S.  1106,  the  Governor’s 
$1.75  billion  bond  issue  program,  which  Will 
be  submitted  to  the  voters  next  fall.  Un¬ 
successful  efforts  were  made  in  both  houses 
of  the  California  Legislature  to  incorporate 
antimonopoly  protections.  The  amendments 
were  not  supported  by  the  State  admin¬ 
istration  or  the  sponsors  of  the  bill.  During 
debates,  claims  were  made  that  this  was  not 
the  time  to  consider  protections  against  en¬ 
richment  and  monopolization  of  benefits.  A 
later  date  was  suggested — some  vague  later 
date  before  water  delivery.  Those  of  us  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  evasions  at  Pine  Flat  Dam 
and  the  history  of  the  Central  Valley  project 
generally,  find  it  difficult  to  be  convinced  by 
such  vague  assurances. 

Further,  we  are  not  unmindful  of  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  California  Supreme  Court  which 
upheld  the  efforts  of  monopolists  in  this 
State  to  undo  reclamation  law.  While  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court  reversed  the  State  court 
decision  in  the  application  of  the  160-acre 
limitation  in  the  Central  Valley  project, 
there  is  no  assurance  that  anything  short  of 
a  State  constitutional  amendment,  requiring 
two-thirds  vote  in  the  legislature,  would  pre¬ 
vent  the  invalidation  of  a  State  acreage 
limitation. 

In  summary,  therefore,  when  we  add  up 
the  questionable  language  in  H.R.  1755,  the 
machinations  at  Pine  Flat  Dam  and  the 
aloofness  of  the  State  legislature,  we  see  a 
major  threat  to  Federal  water  policy,  dire 
consequences  for  working  people,  small  farm¬ 
ers  and  small  businessmen,  and  an  erosion  of 
independent  economic  political  action  in  the 
great  Central  Valley  of  California. 

We  are  taking  this  opportunity,  therefore, 
to  respectfully  urge  Congress  to  (1)  amend 
H.R.  7155  along  the  lines  suggested  by  the 
enclosed  statement  previously  submitted  to 
Congress,  and  (2)  protest  Secretary  of  In¬ 
terior  Seaton’s  proposed  contracts  for  evasion 
of  reclamation  law  in  the  service  area  of  Pine 
Flat  Dam. 

California  is  truly  at  the  crossroads  in 
the  development  of  its  water  and  power  re¬ 
sources.  The  decisions  immediately  before 
Congress  will  give  direction  to  the  future 
growth  of  California  for  years  to  come.  We 
in  California  labor  place  our  trust  in  the 
men  of  vision  and  integrity  who  are  our 
elected  representatives,  to  make  the  deci¬ 
sions  which  will  insure  the  development  of 
California’s  water  and  power  resources  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  the  widest  possible 
distribution  of  the  benefits  of  such  devel¬ 
opment. 

(Mr.  LIPSCOMB  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 


Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  7155  as  reported  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs.  The  San  Luis  Dam  is  a 
vital  link  in  the  California  water  plan 
and  I  deem  it  of  vital  importance  that 
the  bill  be  speedily  enacted  into  law. 

I  am  in  agreement  with  the  commit¬ 
tee  action  in  setting  forth,  in  section  7, 
that  Federal  reclamation  laws  shall  not 
apply  to  an  area  served  by  a  State  water 
facility. 

Section  7  does  not  change  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws.  It  merely  attempts  to 
state  in  clear,  unmistakable  language 
that  just  because  there  would  be  joint 
Federal-State  use  of  a  common  water 
storing  facility,  that  such  a  situation  for 
no  reason  gives  rise  to  a  right  to  impose 
Federal  law  on  the  State  part  of  such 
facility. 

The  Congress  in  my  view  would  not  be 
fulfilling  its  duty  if  it  failed  to  provide 
this  expression  of  policy  for  the  guidance 
of  the  Federal  Government,  the  State  of 
California,  the  courts,  and  others,  in  any 
future  decision  that  may  be  given  or 
negotiations  that  will  take  place  concern¬ 
ing  this  unique  joint  facility. 

To  fail  to  do  so  on  the  part  of  the 
Congress  could  cause  unreasonable  and 
unnecessary  delay  and  confusion  in  put¬ 
ting  this  facility  into  use  and  in  any  de¬ 
cisions  that  may  need  to  be  made  con¬ 
cerning  the  relative  rights  in  regard  to 
the  project. 

I  wish  to  again  strongly  urge  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  approve  H.R.  7155 
as  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs. 

(Mr.  MOSS  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Sisk)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  sup¬ 
porting  H.R.  7155,  as  introduced  by 
Congressman  Sisk,  I  should  like  to  stress 
that  the  San  Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  is 
not  just  another  worthwhile  project  in 
my  State;  it  is  central  and  necessary  to 
the  sound  development  of  California’s 
vast  water  program  which  stretches  from 
the  Siskiyou  Mountains  on  the  north  to 
the  Mexican  border  on  the  south. 

As  I  am  sure  you  all  appreciate,  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  water  problems  have  become 
more  complicated  and  critical  as  its  pop¬ 
ulation  has  skyrocketed.  The  State’s 
population  now  is  more  than  15  million 
and  that  figure  is  being  increased  daily 
by  thousands.  In  something  like  8  or 
9  years,  California,  beyond  doubt,  will  be 
the  most  populous  State  of  the  Union. 

Time,  therefore,  is  an  increasingly  im¬ 
portant  factor  in  our  water  situation. 

As  some  of  you  know,  the  big  difficulty 
waterwise  in  my  State  is  that  about  two- 
thirds  of  its  water  resources  are  in  the 
northern  half  of  the  State,  where  only 
one-third  of  the  arable  land  lies,  and 
about  two-thirds  of  the  arable  land  lies 
in  the  southern  half  of  the  State,  which 
enjoys  only  one-third  of  the  water 
resources. 

• 

The  operation  of  the  Federal  San  Luis 
unit  would  conserve  and  regulate  surplus 
wintertime  water  now  wasting  away 
down  the  Sacramento  River  to  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Ocean  and  make  it  usable,  along 
with  additional  Central  Valley  project 
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water  from  storage,  in  the  water-defi¬ 
cient  San  Joaquin  Valley  to  the  south. 

Water  thus  made  available  would  pro¬ 
vide  a  supplemental  supply  for  the  ir¬ 
rigation  of  about  480,000  acres  of  fabu¬ 
lously  rich  land  on  the  west  side  of  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley.  It  would  also  give 
some  sorely  needed  domestic  and  mu¬ 
nicipal  water  to  towns  in  this  area,  as 
well  as  providing  important  benefits  to 
recreation  and  to  the  propagation  of  fish 
and  wildlife. 

As  far  as  they  serve  the  Federal  San 
Luis  service  area,  this  project’s  works 
would  be  integrated  physically  and  fi¬ 
nancially  with  other  features  of  the 
great  Central  Valley  project  to  help 
move  the  rain  from  north  to  south  in 
California. 

By  any  rule  the  San  Luis  project,  with 
a  benefit  cost  ratio  of  2.5  to  1  is  an  out¬ 
standing  reclamation  project.  Not  only 
will  it  save  more  than  400,000  acres  of 
land  from  reverting  to  desert,  but  it  will 
contribute  many  millions  of  dollars  an¬ 
nually  in  net  crop  earnings  to  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  economy,  with  which  to  buy  the 
goods,  services  and  products  of  other 
States. 

In  this  connection,  I  might  point  out 
that  the  total  gross  farm  income  from 
the  San  Luis  area  is  $75  million  annually. 
Thus,  it  seems  obvious  that  construc¬ 
tion  of  San  Luis  would  mean  more  mar¬ 
kets  and  more  jobs  for  many  more  peo¬ 
ple  than  are  presently  employed  in  this 
area.  On  the  other  hand,  failure  to  build 
it  would  result  in  a  large  annual  loss  to 
the  Nation’s  economy. 

For  several  years,  preparation  of  satis¬ 
factory  San  Luis  legislation  has  been 
complicated  by  the  fact  that  the  devel¬ 
opment  involves  joint  use  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  State  of  California 
of  the  proposed  San  Luis  Reservoir  and 
certain  other  project  facilities.  The 
joint  use  plan,  provided  for  in  Mr.  Sisk’s 
bill,  is  the  outcome  of  a  situation  in 
which  both  the  Federal  Government  and 
the  State  found  themselves  proposing 
projects  utilizing  the  same  reservoir  site. 
That  is  to  say,  California’s  $1.75  billion 
Feather  River  project  calls  for  storage 
at  the  San  Luis  site  and  so  does  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation’s  plan  for  the 
San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  proj¬ 
ect.  The  engineers  seem  to  be  in  agree¬ 
ment  on  the  fact  that  the  San  Luis  Res¬ 
ervoir  site  appears  to  be  the  only  ade¬ 
quate  and  feasible  storage  site  in  the 
area. 

H.R.  7155  provides  a  new  concept  for 
Federal-State  cooperation  in  water  con¬ 
servation.  It  is  not  hard  to  understand, 
therefore,  the  concern  that  has  been  ex¬ 
pressed  by  some  individuals  and  groups 
lest  the  large  land  owners  in  the  San 
Luis  service  area  might  in  some  way  be 
exempt  from  the  land  limitation  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws. 

The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  gave  careful  con¬ 
sideration  to  all  the  views  and  comments 
it  received  along  this  line  and  amended 
the  bill  in  several  respects.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  announced  that  it  wishes  to 
make  it  unmistakably  clear  that  the  Sisk 
bill  as  reported  requires  the  operation  of 
the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  under  Federal 
reclamation  law,  including  the  excess 
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land  provisions  thereof,  and  that  there 
is  no  way  the  large  land  owners  in  the 
Federal  San  Luis  service  area  can  avoid 
compliance  with  such  provisions. 

Section  7  of  this  bill  provides  that  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  areas  served  by  the  State 
of  California.  It  is  my  conviction  that 
section  7  should  never  have  been  put 
into  the  bill  inasmuch  as  it  does  not  in 
any  way  change  the  law  as  it  is  presently 
written,  and  only  raises  issues  which  tend 
to  cloud  the  more  important  aspects  of 
the  legislation. 

Since  I  view  the  section  as  unneces¬ 
sary  and  without  point,  I  support  the 
San  Luis  legislation  without  section  7. 

If,  however,  a  move  to  strike  section  7 
is  defeated,  I  shall  support  the  measure 
with  the  section  included. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  8  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
.Vermont  [Mr.  Meyer]. 

Mr.  MEYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  out  of 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Vermont? 

Mr.  YOUNGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
that  the  Clerk  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 


the  Secretary  has  (1)  secured,  or  has  satis¬ 
factory  assurance  of  his  ability  to  secure,  all 
rights  to  the  use  of  water  which  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  unit 
and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  this  Act, 
and  (2)  received  satisfactory  assurance  from 
the  State  of  California  that  it  will  make 
provision  for  a  master  drainage  outlet  and 
disposal  channel  for  the  San  Joaquin  Valley, 
as  generally  outlined  in  the  California  water 
plan,  Bulletin  Numbered  3,  of  the  California 
Department  of  Water  Resources,  which  will 
adequately  serve,  by  connection  therewith, 
the  drainage  system  for  the  San  Luis  unit 
or  has  made  provision  for  constructing  the 
San  Luis  interceptor  drain  to  the  delta  de¬ 
signed  to  meet  the'  drainage  requirements 
of  the  San  Luis  unit  as  generally  outlined 
in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central 
Valley  Project,”  dated  December  17,  1956. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas,  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union,  reported  that 
that  Committee,  having  had  under  con¬ 
sideration  the  bill  (H.R.  7155)  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Intend*  to 
construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of 
California  with  respect  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for 


Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  \  other  purposes,  had  come  to  no  resolu- 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  for  the  tion  thereon, 
principal  purpose  of  furnishing  water  for  )f~ 


the  irrigation  of  approximately  five  hundred 
thousand  acres  of  land  in  Merced,  Fresno, 
and  Kings  Counties,  California,  hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  serv¬ 
ice  area,  and  as  incidents  thereto  of  furnish¬ 
ing  water  for  municipal  and  domestic  use 
and  providing  recreation  and  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  benefits,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Secretary) 
is  authorized  to  construct,  operate,  and 
maintain  the  San  Luis  unit  as  an  integral 
part  of  the  Central  Valley  project.  The  prin¬ 
cipal  engineering  features  of  said  unit  shall 
be  a  dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near  the  San 
Luis  site,  a  forebay  and  afterbay,  the  San 
Luis  Canal,  the  Pleasant  Valley  Canal,  and 
necessary  pumping  plants,  distribution  sys¬ 
tems,  drains,  channels,  levees,  flood  works, 
and  related  facilities,  but  no  facilities  shall 
be  constructed  for  electric  transmission  or 
distribution  service  which  the  Secretary 
determines,  on  the  basis  of  an  offer  of  a 
firm  fifty-year  contract  from  a  local  public 
or  private  agency,  can  through  such  con¬ 
tract  be  obtained  at  less  cost  to  the  Federal 
Government  than  by  construction  and  oper¬ 
ation  of  government  facilities.  The  works 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  joint-use  facili¬ 
ties)  for  joint  use  with  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  State) 
shall  be  the  dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near 
the  San  Luis  site,  forebay  and  afterbay, 
pumping  plants,  and  the  San  Luis  Canal. 
The  Joint-use  facilities  consisting  of  the 
dam  and  reservoir  shall  be  constructed,  and 
other  joint-use  facilities  may  be  constructed, 
so  as  to  permit  future  expansion;  or  the 
Joint-use  facilities  shall  be  constructed  ini¬ 
tially  to  the  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both 
the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  and 
the  State’s  service  area,  as  hereinafter  pro¬ 
vided.  In  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary 
shall  be  governed  by  the  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902  (32  Stat. 
388) ,  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  sup¬ 
plementary  thereto) .  Construction  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  shall  not  be  commenced  until 


d  was  given  per- 
remarks  at  this 


(Mr.  LANE  asked 
hiission  to  extend  hi, 
point  in  the  Record.) 

[Mr.  LANE’S  remark^  will  appeal/ 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix. 

ANNOUNCEMENT 

(Mr.  BRADEMAS  asked  and  wa\given 
permission  to  address  the  House Apr  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  ynisSj’e- 
marks.) 

Mr.  BRADEMAS.  Mr.  Speakfer,  aloni 
with  a  number  of  colleagues  jL  was  not 
present  for  the  session  oil  Monday, 
May  2,  1960,  because  of  thef  assurances 
that  many  of  us  had  received  that,  due 
to  the  Indiana  primary  01/ May  3,  there 
would  be  no  Record  votes. 

Because  of  circumstances  with  which 
we  are  all  now  familiar,  there  were 
Record  votes  on  May  J  and  many  Mem¬ 
bers,  including  myself,  were  not  present. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  /hould  like  to  an¬ 
nounce  that,  had  I/neen  present  on  May 
2,  I  would  have  voted  “yea”  on  rollcall 
No.  62,  on  the  passage  of  H.R.  10596, 
legislation  to  chsmge  the  method  of  pay¬ 
ment  of  Federal  aid  to  State  or  terri¬ 
torial  homes  fpr  disabled  veterans  of  the 
United  State/.  This  bill  was  passed  by 
a  vote  of  26/  to  0,  with  165  Members  not 
voting. 

I  should  also  like  to  announce  that, 
had  I  be/n  present,  I  would  have  voted 
yea”  on  rollcall  No.  63,  on  the  passage 
of  Hoifse  Concurrent  Resolution  633, 
a  resolution  expressing  the  hope  of  Con¬ 
gress/that  the  President  “pursue  ener¬ 
getically”  at  the  summit  conference  the 
restoration  of  fundamental  freedoms 
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and  basic  rights  to  the  people  of  the 
captive  nations  of  Eastern  and  Central 
Europe.  This  resolution  was  passed  bV  a 
vote  of  276  to  0,  with  154  Members /not 
voting. 

NATIONAL  MILK  SANITATION^  BILL 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin  asked.'- 
and  was  given  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  been  working  for  the 
past  4  years  on  ways  of  eliminating  the 
use  of  sanitary  regulation^  as  trade  bar¬ 
riers  against  the  free  flow  of  high  quality 
milk  from  State  to  Stated 

During  the  85th  Congress,  I  introduced 
a  bill  aimed  at  this  objective.  Hearings 
were  held  on  this  measure  in  1958  by  the 
House  Interstate  arm  Foreign  Commerce 
Committee,  and  the  testimony  at  those 
hearings  proved  /Very  useful  in  point¬ 
ing  out  some  of/the  weak  spots  in  the 
proposed  legislation.  Before  submitting 
my  new  national  milk  sanitation  bill, 
H.R.  3840, 1  consulted  with  public  health 
officials  to  iron  out  those  difficulties. 

H.R.  3840;  which  is  identical  to  S.  988, 
follows  the  recommendations  of  the 
Association  of  State  and  Territorial 
Health  Officers.  As  the  name  implies, 
this  association  is  composed  of  the  chief 
healtlyofficials  in  each  State  and  terri- 
tory./ln  1957,  the  association  set  up  a 
committee  to  study  the  matter  of  Fed¬ 
eral  milk  sanitation  legislation,  and,  a 
ye/ir  later,  issued  an  official  report  titled 
Teed  and  Recommended  Principles  for 
federal  Milk  Sanitation  Legislation.” 

This  report  states: 

The  association  believes  that  there  is  need 
to  strongly  reaffirm  that  the  sanitary  control 
of  fluid  milk  and  fluid  milk  products  is  a 
public  health  matter  which  is  primarily  the 
responsibility  of  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments,  except  where  interstate  commerce  is 
involved. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  3840  and  S.  988  are 
in  full  agreement  with  the  principle  set 
forth  by  the  Association  of  State  and 
Territorial  Health  Officers.  This  legis¬ 
lation  seeks  only  to  provide  unrestricted 
iterstate  markets  for  milk  of  the  high¬ 
est  sanitary  quality  by  eliminating  the 
us\of  capricious  and  arbitrary  pseudo- 
health  regulations  to  keep  high  quality 
milk  out  of  monopolized  local  markets. 

Being\a  public  health  and  general  wel¬ 
fare  measure,  national  milk  sanitation 
legislationXhas  drawn  bipartisan  sup¬ 
port.  In  the  House,  9  other  Democrats 
and  10  Republicans  have  joined  me  in 
introducing  the  bill.  On  the  Senate 
side,  the  measure  is  being  sponsored  by 
Senators  Humphrey  and  McCarthy  of 
Minnesota  and  Senators  Proxmire  and 
Wiley  of  my  home  State  of  Wisconsin. 

Under  the  provision^  of  the  proposed 
milk  sanitation  legislation,  a  Federal 
Milk  Sanitation  Code  which  would  be  at 
least  the  equivalent  of  tnh  U.S.  Public 
Health  Service’s  proven  \nilk  ordi¬ 
nance  and  code  would  becom&rthe  qual¬ 
ity  yardstick  for  milk  shipped  ip  inter¬ 
state  trade.  Fluid  milk  and  fluid  milk 
products  meeting  the  standards  of  this 
Federal  milk  code  could  not  be  kepKout 
of  interstate  trade  because  of  varying 
local  health  rules. 
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Speaker,  the  measure  would  pro¬ 
vide  &n  effective  means  of  eliminating 
barriers,  to  the  interstate  shipment  of 
high-quality  milk  resulting  from  unduly 
restrictiveVsanitation  regulations  and 
differing  inspection  requirements.  This 
would  be  accomplished  without  displac¬ 
ing  the  existing  local  systems.  The 
force  of  Federaklaw  would  be  applied 
only  where  health  regulations  or  en¬ 
forcement  practiced  are  being  used  to 
unnecessarily  obstruct  the  interstate 
marketing  of  wnolesospe  milk  of  high 
sanitary  quality. 

As  the  same  time,  the  States  and 
municipalities  would  retain,  the  right  to 
inspect  the  interstate  milk  upon  arrival 
to  make  sure  it  had  not  deteriorated  in 
transit.  From  there  on,  the  handling, 
processing  and  sale  of  the  interst^e  milk 
would  have  to  meet  the  requirements  ap¬ 
plied  to  milk  entering  the  market  rrem 
sources  inside  the  State.  Since  the  hjll 
does  not  contain  an  “affects  interstal 
commerce”  clause,  the  measure  would' 
not  deprive  States  and  local  communities 
of  the  right  to  exercise  full  sanitary  con¬ 
trol  over  their  intrastate  milk  supplies. 

National  milk  sanitation  legislation 
would  utilize,  subject  to  U.S.  Public 
Health  Service  checks,  the  existing  sys¬ 
tem  of  State  and  local  milk  sanitation 
sendees  for  supervision,  inspection, 
laboratory  control,  rating,  and  certifica¬ 
tion  of  interstate  milk  supplies.  A  mini¬ 
mum  of  Federal  expenditure  would  be 
required  to  monitor  certifications  made 
by  the  States  and  to  support  certain 
other  services  such  as  training,  research, 
and  development  of  standards. 

Mr.  Speaker,  some  critics  of  national 
milk  sanitation  legislation  have  ad¬ 
vanced  the  theory  that  it  would  be  detri¬ 
mental  to  the  quality  of  the  milk  sold 
in  their  markets.  These  critics  reason 
that  the  Federal  standards  to  be  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  bill  might  not  be  ade¬ 
quate  to  protect  the  health  of  their 
citizens. 

The  bill  provides  that  the  Federal 
standards  shall  be  at  least  the  equivalent 
of  the  high  health  standards  now  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Milk  Ordinance  and  Code 
recommended  by  the  U.S.  Public  Health 
Service — which  is  the  watchdog  of  our, 
public  health.  At  the  present  time, 
States  and  some  1,900  local  jurisdictii 
have  voluntarily  adopted  this  n/del 
milk  code  or  one  based  on  its  provisions. 
Some  75  million  people  drink  milk  pro¬ 
duced  under  conditions  spelleor  out  by 
the  U.S.  Milk  Code.  In  addition,  it  is 
used  as  the  quality  standard  for  milk 
purchased  by  our  Armed  Forces.  Surely 
a  body  of  health  regulations  in  such 
general  use  cannot  be  ffotably  deficient 
in  providing  for  adequate  health  protec 
tion  of  our  citizens. 

On  April  26,  27/and  28,  the  Health 
and  Science  Subcommittee  of  the  House 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Com¬ 
mittee  held  1/arings  on  my  H.R.  3840 
and  the  mil/sanitation  bills  introduced 
by  19  of  Tfty  colleagues.  We  received 
favorable/upport  from  the  Department 
of  Heal/,  Education,  and  Welfare;  the 
Department  of  Commerce;  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget;  the  Association  of  State 
ancj/Territorial  Health  Officers;  the  Na¬ 
tional  Consumers  League;  the  General 


Federation  of  Women’s  Clubs;  the  Con¬ 
necticut  Milk  Consumers  Association; 
State  boards  of  health;  daffy  equipment 
manufacturers;  and  many  farm  and 
dairy  groups. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  contrast  to  the  wide 
range  of  persons  and  groups  who  ap¬ 
peared  in  support  of  the  measure,  the 
opposition  was  limited  mainly  to  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  eastern  fluid  milk  producer 
groups,  farm  groups  from  the  same  area, 
and  a  few  State  departments  of  agricul¬ 
ture.  In  going  over  their  testimony,  I 
found  that  16  objections  to  the  legislation 
are  mentioned  most  frequently.  I  have 
gone  over  these  16  objections  with  ex¬ 
perts  in  the  general  field  of  milk  sanita¬ 
tion,  and  at  this  time,  I  would  like  to 
answer  the  objections  point  by  point. 
They  are  as  follows: 

Objection  1:  There  is  not  enough  evi¬ 
dence  to  show  that  health  regulations 
have  been  unduly  restrictive. 

Answer:  Considerable  evidence  indi¬ 
cates  that  on  numerous  occasions  the 
sanitation  or  health  requirements  of  a 
local  milkshed  have  been  used  to  keep 
ornvmilk  from  another  area.  The  U. 
Public  Health  Service  has  compiled  s 
evidence,  as  has  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture.  The  experienc/  of 
numerous,  milk  cooperatives  an/  milk 
plants  shows  that  health  regulations  in 
truth  have \een,  and  are  being  used  as 
trade  barriers*.  This  usually/ccurs  dur¬ 
ing  the  time  orrihe  year  when  a  surplus 
of  milk  exists  irk  the  loc/ty.  At  times 
when  there  is  a  sr\orta/ of  milk  in  the., 
same  locality,  no  \u/tions  are  raised 
about  the  quality  of  i/lk  shipped  in  from 
another  State. 

Frequently  th e/e  oiJ^-of- State  milk 
supplies  are  pr/ented  from  entering  a 
local  market  b/verbal  interpretation  of 
existing  laws/ regulations.  'This  makes 
it  difficult  ySx  out-of-State  firms  to  ap¬ 
peal  such /  decision  through  tire  courts. 

Objection  2:  Such  a  law  woulK  lower 
the  miDc  sanitation  standards  in  receiv¬ 
ing  a/as. 

Answer:  A  comparison  was  recency 
m/e  between  the  Milk  Ordinance  an 
fde  recommended  by  the  U.S.  Public 
[ealth  Service  and  the  milk  santitation 
laws  and  regulations  of  some  of  the 
States  which  do  not  follow  the  Public 
Health  Service’s  regulations.  This  com¬ 
parison  of  milk  sanitation  standards  re¬ 
vealed  that  these  States  either  failed  to 
cover  many  sanitation  items  of  signifi¬ 
cant  public  health  importance,  or  else 
referred  to  these  items  in  general  terms 
rather  than  in  specific  terms  contained 
in  the  Public  Health  Service's  Milk  Ordi¬ 
nance  and  Code. 

This  code  has  been  tried  and  proven 
over  the  years  throughout  the  United 
States.  A  90  percent  compliance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  code,  as  is  required 
by  this  bill,  would  produce  the  highest 
quality  milk,  the  safety  of  which  would 
be  above  question. 

Objection  3:  The  provisions  of  this 
bill  would  deprive  States  and  munici¬ 
palities  of  their  police  powers  over  milk 
sanitation  and  so  would  violate  States’ 
rights. 

Answer:  The  Federal  Government  has 
the  right  to  control  interstate  commerce, 
and  this  bill  deals  only  with  the  inter¬ 


state  shipment  of  milk.  The  measr 
does  not  deprive  the  receiving  Stat/or 
municipality  of  the  right  to  exerci/  its 
police  power,  inasmuch  as  section  808(b) 
(1)  of  the  bill  gives  the  receiving  juris¬ 
diction  the  right  to  subject /he  milk 
upon  arrival  to  laboratory  oy  screening 
tests.  If  the  milk  fails  to /omply  with 
bacterial  counts,  tempera/re,  and  com¬ 
position  standards  and  other  criteria  of 
the  Federal  milk  co/,  the  receiving 
jurisdiction  retains  tpte  power  to  reject 
the  milk. 

Objection  4:  Th/Federal  Government 
would  force  Stat/  and  municipalities  to 
accept  milk  inspected  by  other  States 
and  municip/ties. 

Answer:  / 1  have  pointed  out  in  the 
answer  to/objection  3,  the  receiving 
States  oi/nunicipality  would  still  have 
the  rig/  to  reject  milk  from  another 
area  W  such  milk,  when  checked  upon 
arrival,  did  not  meet  the  prescribed 
standards.  I  can  see  no  public  health 
re/on  why  one  State  would  object  to 
iceiving  milk  from  another  State  if  the 
iilk  was  of  the  same  or  higher  qual¬ 
ity  than  that  produced  in  the  receiving 
area.  If  the  State  does  object  to  re¬ 
ceiving  high  quality  milk  from  another 
State,  then  the  objecting  State  is  ob¬ 
viously  misusing  its  health  regulations 
as  trade  barriers. 

Objection  5 :  The  bill  would  provide  for 
no  uniformity  of  rating. 

Answer:  The  measure  authorizes  the 
Surgeon  General  to  establish  regula¬ 
tions  for  the  purpose  of  rating,  cer¬ 
tification  and  listing  of  interstate  milk 
shippers.  He  would  also  approve  a  State 
plan  to  provide  for  reliable  ratings;  train 
State  and  local  personnel;  and  cooper¬ 
ate  with  State  milk  sanitation  author¬ 
ities  in  the  development  of  improved 
programs  for  the  control  of  the  sanitary 
quality  of  milk. 

Under  this  authorization,  frequent 
spot  checks  would  be  made  of  listed 
shippers;  in-service  training  programs 
would  be  conducted  for  State  milk  sani¬ 
tation  rating  officers;  and  field  observa¬ 
tions  would  be  made  of  State  program 
activities.  All  of  this  will  enable  the 
'ublic  Health  Service  to  attain  a  high 
■gree  of  uniformity  among  the  various 
Stride  personnel  making  milk  sanitation 
ratios. 

Objection  6:  National  milk  sanitation 
legislation  would  nullify  the  effect  of 
Federal  inilk  marketing  orders. 

Answeri^TI.R.  3840  and  S.  988  would 
have  no  effect  on  the  Federal  milk  mar¬ 
keting  orders  issued  6y  the  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  as  these  bills  are 
not  designed  to  affect  or  control  or  ad¬ 
just  the  prices  paicMor  milk. 

Objection  7:  Thevbill  would  require 
Federal  inspection  winch  would  dupli¬ 
cate  work  already  being  carried  out  by 
local  authorities. 

Answer:  This  measure \learly  states 
that  routine  inspection  of  milk  supplies 
would  be  made  by  local  authorities,  and 
that  the  rating  of  these  supplies  would 
be  made  by  the  State  rating  survey  of¬ 
ficials.  This  same  arrangement  i\now 
being  successfully  carried  out  undei\the 
voluntary  interstate  milk  shippers  pro¬ 
gram.  Thus,  there  would  be  no  duplr 
cation  of  inspection  efforts.  However,' 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  voted  t)x  repor/  Poage  farm  bill.  Senate  committee 
voted  to  report  multiple  use  management  forest  bill.  Sen.  Dirksen  and  others  intro¬ 
duced  and  Sen.  Dirksen  discussed  depresWa  areas  bill. 


SENATE 

1.  FORESTRY.  The  Agriculture  an /  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
'.actually  report)  with  amendments  S.  3044,  to  direct  that  the  national  forests 

be  managed  under  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield,  p.  D429 

2.  WOOL  IMPORTS;  PROPERTY./ The  Finance  Committee  voted  report  (but  did  not  actu¬ 

ally  report)  with  amendment  the  following  bills:  p.  D430 

H,  R.  9322,  to  e/tend  the  existing  suspension  of  duties  on  certain  coarse 
wool.  The  "Daily  digest"  states  that  the  bill  was  amended\to  limit  the  suspen¬ 
sion  of  duties  tar  3  years,  until  June  30,  1963. 

H.  R.  9881,  to  extend  the  existing  provisions  of  law  relating  to  the  free 
importation  o/personal  and  household  effects  brought  into  the  K.  S.  under 
Government  o/aers. 

3.  MILK  SANITATION.  Sen,  Proxmire  inserted  his  testimony  before  the  Sul^bommittee 
on  Healtcn  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  in  support  of 
S,  988/to  provide  for  Federal  regulation  of  milk  sanitation  standards,  pp. 
9746-5 


£N  AID.  Sen.  McGee  inserted  a  letter  from  the  President,  University  of 
Wvbming,  discussing  the  participation  of  the  University  in  the  foreign  aid 


F0 


program  in  Afghanistan,  including  activities  in  vocational  agriculture, 
agricultural  research,  and  in  the  faculty  of  agriculture  and  engineering, 
pp.  9749-50 


5.  PERSONN 

Senate  Su 

interest 

proposals 


Sen.  Keating  inserted  the  testimony  of  Marion  B.  Folsom  before  the 
on  National  Policy  Machinery  in  support  of  confl/ct  of 


for  Federal  employees,  and  presenting  "a  series/of  important 


6.  electrification: 

sary.  p.  9760 


help  attract  topnotch  people  into  Federal  work."  pp/  9751-3 
Sen.  McCarthy  commended  the  work  of  REA  on  iti 
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25th  anniver 
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7.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  /(but  did  not  actually 
report)  H.  R.  12261,  to\amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustm/nt  Act  of  1938  with 
respect  to  market  adjustment  and  price  support  programs  for  wheat  and  feed 
grains  and  to  provide  a  high-protein  food  distribution  program,  p.  D432 


8.  ELECTRIFICATION.  The  Rules  Cdtonittee  reported  a  resolution  for . consideration  ( 
of  H.  R.  1157,  to  provide  for  o^ie  promotion  of  economic  and  social  development 
in  the  Ryukyu  Islands,  p.  9869 


10.  LIBRARY  SERVICES.  The  Education  anil  Labor  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
H.  R.  12125,  to  amend  the  Library  Segyices/Act  so  as  to  extend  for  5  years 
the  authorization  for  appropriations  \H. ^Rept.  1622).  p.  9869 


11. 


RECLAMATION.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  7155,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project, 
Calif.,  and  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  Calif,  with  respect  to  the  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  such  unit.  This  passage  was  subsequently  vacated 
end  S.  44,  a  similar  bill,  was  passed  in  lieu  thereof  after  being  amended  to 
contain  the  language  of  the  House  bill  (pp.  9798-9811).  Agreed  to  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  prohibit  the  production  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  on  lands 
irrigated  by  this  project  (p.  9799),  and  one  to  retain  the  160-acre  limitation 
on  ownership  in  this  proiecf  (pp.  9801-5). 


The  Interior  and  Insula^ Affairs  Committee  voted  do  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  S.  1892/  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  the  Norman  reclamation  project,  Oft^a.  p.  D433 


12.  INFORMATION.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report\(but  did  not  actu¬ 
ally  report)  S.  Con/  Res.  75,  providing  for  the  participation  by  Federal 
agencies  in  the  Fi^fth  International  Congress  on  High-Speed  Photography, 
p.  D433 


13. 


PROPERTY.  The  jGovernment  Operations  Committee  voted  to  report  (buV  did  not 
actually  report)  H.  R.  9996,  to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949,  to  prescribe  procedures  to  insure  that  foreign\excess 
property  v^hich  is  disposed  of  overseas  will  not  be  imported  into  the  tt.  S.  to 
the  injuyy  of  the  economy  of  this  country,  p.  D433 


14.  LIMESTONE.  Rep.  Sisk  inserted  a  speech  made  by  Mr.  G.  H.  Enfield,  Extensi< 
Agronomist,  USDA,  urging  the  limestone  producing  industry  to  increase  their' 
sales  programs  to  the  farmers  in  an  attempt  to  increase  productivity  on  acid' 
soils,  pp.  9831-3 
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berg  of  the  House  of  Representatives  at 
thatXtime  that  they  did  not  see  how  it 
was  passible  to  justify  and  could  not  vote 
for  admitting  Alaska  with  only  a  little 
more  than  200,000  people,  when  the  great 
State  of  New  York  with  15  million  peo¬ 
ple  had  onlv  two  Senators.  But  those 
arguments  wto'e  not  made  by  the  two 
Senators  fromVlew  York,  one  of  whom, 
Senator  jAvrrs,\vas  in  the  Senate  and 
the  other  SenatonKEATiNG,  in  the  House 
at  that  time.  Both  ox  them  voted  for 
statehood,  thus  showing  that  they  took 
a  broad  national  vie\  which  extended 
their  interest  from  th\  East  coast  far 
into  the  Pacific  to  America’s  farthest 
western  and  northern  temtin.  In  doing 
so  they  demonstrated  that  they  fully  ap¬ 
preciated  the  great  value  toNour  entire 
Nation  of  the  admission  of  the  48ih  State. 
They  saw  the  great  value  in  extending 
the  frontiers  of  democracy  to  Vithin 
naked-eye  view  of  the  Soviet  police  stete. 
They  rose  above  the  purely  parochialW- 
gument  based  upon  the  disparity  in  popr 
ulation,  between  New  York  State  and\ 
Alaska,  understanding  fully,  as  some 
other  Members  of  Congress  did  not,  that 
had  the  policy  been  followed  from  the 
very  beginning  to  admit  no  new  State 
whose  population  was  smaller  than  those 
which  were  already  in  the  Union,  we 
would  still  be  a  nation  of  13  States  strung 
along  the  Atlantic  seaboard.  I  am  happy 
to  join  in  congratulations  and  best  wishes 
to  my  colleagues  from  the  Empire  State 
and  to  applaud  their  statemanship  on  the 
Alaska  and  Hawaii  statehood  issue  and 
on  other  issues  of  national  importance , 
since  that  time. 


SUPPORT  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
that  one  of  the  striking  events  which  has 
occurred  in  this  country  in  the  last  few 
days  is  the  heart-warming  support  of  the 
President  evinced  by  his  countrymen. 
The  insertion  in  the  Record  a  few  mo¬ 
ments  ago  by  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  of  the  record  of 
spying  in  this  country  by  Russian  spies, 
Stalin  spies  and  Khrushchev  spies, 
should  make  every  American  aware  that 
we  are  not  living  in  a  world  of  fantasy. 
We  are  living  in  a  world  of  realism,  and 
we  also  have  to  engage  in  a  program  of 
realism  if  we  are  to  protect  ourselves. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  every  Mem/ 
ber  of  the  Senate,  as  well  as  other  Mem^ 
bers  of  the  Congress,  who  can  possibly 
do  so,  will  be  present  to  welcome/the 
President  when  he  reaches  home  and  to 
express  the  unity  behind  the  President 
which  the  leaders  of  the  Senate/on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  have  so  well  impressed. 
This  is  a  serious  time,  but  I/oelieve  the 
unity  of  the  people  of  the  United  States 
has  never  come  closer  to/being  a  one¬ 
ness  than  it  has  today./ I  hope  it  will 
continue.  / 


AMENDMENT  OF /MOTOR  VEHICLE 
SAFETY  RESPONSIBILITY  ACT  OF 
THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

Mr.  MANSFZELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  2131),  Cal¬ 
endar  No.  /267. 


The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  resumed  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  (S.  2131)  to  amend  the  Motor  Ve¬ 
hicle  Safety  Responsibility  Act  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  approved  May  25, 
1954,  as  amended. 


THE  B-70  WEAPONS  SYSTEM 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  President,  within 
recent  days  we  have  seen  the  hopes  of 
the  world  for  peace  dashed  by  the  im¬ 
petuous  and  irresponsible  tirades  of  Mr. 
Khrushchev  at  the  Paris  summit  confer¬ 
ence. 

Instead  of  moving  in  the  direction  of 
disarmament  and  an  easing  of  the  ten¬ 
sions,  we  find  to  the  distress  and  disap¬ 
pointment  of  the  free  world  that  we  and 
the  Russians  are  entering  a  period  of 
even  greater  intensified  cold  war  maneu¬ 
vers  in  which  the  gravest  consequences 
may  be  anticipated. 

The  question  that  seriously  concerns 
me  in  that  connection  is,  again,  the  ade¬ 
quacy  and  confidence  that  we  can  place 
Sin  our  Defense  Establishment. 

\This  body  has  heard  prolonged  and 
ante  debate  by  the  junior  Senator  from/ 
California  [Mr.  Engle],  by  the  junior 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington], 
and  others  concerning  the  attribute, /and 
superiority  of  the  B-70  bomber.  / 

The  Senate,  Mr.  President,  has  also 
heard  thatVur  danger  point  in  imr  mili¬ 
tary  securitySwill  occur  in  thar  next  few 
years  during  Nvhich  we  are/attempting 
desperately  to  close  the  m/sile  gap. 

I  find  it  indefensible  for  the  adminis¬ 
tration  to  have  cutN<he  |365  million  B-70 
budget  approved  bjNaengress  last  year 
to  a  figure  of  only  $150.  million  this  year. 
And  I  note  with  grave\oncern  that  the 
administration  advocatesSan  expenditure 
of  only  $75  million  for  fiscal  1961,  when 
the  amount  fo j  the  B-70  should  have 
been  $463  million  for  fiscal  19€1. 

Where  does  this  type  of  fisca\iuggling 
of  our  military  defenses  plane  this 
country?  /  \ 

To  m/,  it  means  that  by  the  middle 
of  thi/uecade,  we  will  have  not  a  fleeuof 
some/60  or  more  B-70  bombers  capable 
of  /Qmost  instantaneous  arrival  at  aS 
troubled  area  and  capable  of  penetrating 
any  known  defense  the  Russians  now 
/have.  But  what  we  will  have  will  be  a 
mere  prototype,  an  experimental  model, 
which  will  not  assure  us  that  we  can  do 
what  has  to  be  done. 

This  will  not,  Mr.  President,  accom¬ 
plish  what  many  of  our  outstanding 
military  leaders  and  congressional  ex¬ 
perts  claim  we  should  have  at  that  criti¬ 
cal  time. 

Therefore,  I  urge  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  and  Americans  everywhere  who 
are  concerned  with  national  defense  to 
reexamine  our  vulnerability,  to  reexam¬ 
ine  the  scuttling  of  the  B-70  program, 
and  I  am  sure  they  will  come  to  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  this  country  cannot  afford 
to  risk  placing  all  of  our  confidence  in 
the  B-47’s  and  B-52’s  of  the  Strategic 
Air  Command  and  fixed,  above-ground 
ICBM  bases,  together  with  Polaris,  which 
may,  in  fact,  be  inadequate  to  a  task 
which  may  come  to  them  within  the 
next  few  years. 


/  M 

Without  the  B-70  in  our  free  world 
arsenal,  our  security  would  be  doubtful. 
We  could  not,  for  example,  place  utmost 
confidence  in  our  ICBM’s,  and  wen could 
not  forever  rely  on  the  Strategic  Air 
Command’s  present  inventory/ 

This  airplane,  if  we  provide  for  its 
production  now,  would  be  /lie  only  re¬ 
callable  weapon  that  woul/  be  in  our  in¬ 
ventory  even  after  all  of  jSnr  missiles  are 
in  place.  Flying  overhead  even  as  a  dip¬ 
lomatic  weapon,  it  co/ld  be  incalculable 
visible  evidence  of  the  military  strength 
of  this  country.  / 

It  offers  for  us/a  weapon  which  could 
be  directed  to/ard  the  Soviet  Union 
within  minute^  and  would  require  the 
U.S.S.R.  to  divert  untold  resources  in 
manpower  /nd  treasure  in  seeking  to 
provide  a  defense  against  the  B-70.  It  is 
the  one  weapon  that  I  feel  would  be  ex¬ 
clusive  zo  our  inventory  and  which  the 
Russians  would  not  be  capable  of  match¬ 
ing  far  some  time. 

Tne  B-70  program,  in  my  opinion, 
should  be  speeded  up  and  placed  on  a 
/rash  program  basis  if  that  is  what  it 
'will  take  to  deliver  these  excellent  air¬ 
planes  at  the  earliest  possible  moment. 

To  my  mind,  it  represents  an  insurance 
policy  which  this  country  cannot  afford 
to  take  lightly. 

I  hope  that  my  colleagues  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  weigh  the  evidence  that  has 
been  presented  in  favor  of  the  B-70 
weapons  system,  and  reexamine  the  con¬ 
tribution  this  system  is  ready  to  make 
to  our  defenses  before  unthinkingly  sub¬ 
scribing  to  the  administration  policy 
that  it  is  something  we  can  do  with¬ 
out. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  AND  JOINT 
RESOLUTION  PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  reported 
that  on  today,  May  18,  1960,  he  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  the  following  enrolled  bills  and 
joint  resolution: 

S.  684.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Gerald 
Degnan,  William  C.  Williams,  Harry  Eakon, 
Jacob  Beebe,  Thorvald  Ohnstad,  Evan  S. 
Henry,  Henry  Pitmatalik,  D.  LeRoy  Kotila, 
Bernark  Rock,  Bud  J.  Carlson,  Charles  P. 
sCurtis,  and  A.  N.  Dake; 

\s.  2317.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mary 
A  nee  Clements; 

s''C523.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Harry  L. 
ArkinV 

S.  2770.  An  act  relating  to  the  election 
under  section  1372  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  \1954  by  the  Augusta  Furni¬ 
ture  Company,  Inc.,  of  Staunton,  Va.; 

S.J.  Res.  16lSL  Joint  resolution  authorizing 
the  Architect  Of  the  Capitol  to  permit  cer¬ 
tain  temporary  and  permanent  construction 
work  on  the  Caprtol  grounds  in  connection 
with  the  erection  oka  building  on  privately- 
owned  property  adjacent  thereto. 


ADJOURNMENT  TC\  11  A.M.  TO- 
MORROW, 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  stand  in  adjournment 
until  11  o’clock  tomorrow  morning. 

The  motion  was  agreed  tortend  (at 
6  o’clock  and  38  minutes  p.m.)  tne  Sen¬ 
ate  adjourned  until  tomorrow,  Thurs¬ 
day,  May  19,  1960,  at  11  o’clock  a.m. 
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THE  JOURNAL 


CALENDAR  WEDNESDAY 


[Wednesday,  May  18,  1960 


The  HouseSnet  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

II  Timothy  4:  1>'  The  Lord  stood  with 
me,  and  strengthened  me. 

Eternal  and  evei^blessed  God,  who 
alone  can  make  us  equal  to  every  un¬ 
toward  circumstance  ai^d  every  bitter 
calamity,  wilt  Thou  give \is  a  sense  of 
security  and  strength  as  wVwalk  a  dim 
and  shadowy  way  whose  meaning  our 
finite  minds  cannot  comprehend 
Grant  unto  us  the  chivalry  arid  cour¬ 
age  of  a  strong  faith  which  is  confident 
that  our  anchor  will  hold  no  mattervhow 
fiercely  the  storms  of  adversity  may  rnge 
and  that  out  of  the  welter  of  world  tra 
edy  there  will  emerge  a  new  and  noblerN 
era  for  all  mankind. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack]? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OP  ROLLCALL 
Mr.  MUMMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  92  I  am  recorded  as  being  ab¬ 
sent.  I  was  present  and  answered  to 
my  name.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  permanent  Record  and  the 
Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


Willis!  I  ask  unanimous  consent  tha 
Subcommittee  No.  3  of  the  Committee/on 
the  Judiciary  may  be  permitted  to  sit 
today  during  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  obiefction  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleprfan  from 
Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 


HIGHWAY  INVESTIGATION 


Hear  us  as  we  daily  pray  that  the  na¬ 
tions  of  the  earth  may  be  drawn  into  a 
closer  and  deeper  fellowship  with  one  an¬ 
other,  possessing  the  same  passionate 
strivings  after  peace  and  righteousness 
and  inspired  with  the  same  earnest  long¬ 
ings  to  be  comrades  in  the  doing  of  Thy 
will.  x 

In  the  name  of  our  blessed  Lord  we 
pray.  Amen. 


y(Mr.  MUMMA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.VuMMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  May 
21  issue\>f  Labor,  a  periodical  put  out  by, 
the  railway  labor  organizations,  devot§ 
an  article \o  the  current  highway 
vestigation  of  the  Roads  Investigating 
Subcommittees 


The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


The  SPEAKER.  This  is  Calendar 
Wednesday.  The  Clerk  will  call  the 
committees. 

Mr.  McCORMACK  (after  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  the  District  of  Columbia  was 
called).  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  Committee 
on  the  District  of  Columbia  was  called.. 
The  next  committee  in  order  today 
any  future  day  when  action  is  tak£n 
under  Calendar  Wednesday  would  be  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 

The  SPEAKER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call /of  Calendar 
Wednesday  be  dispensed/with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is/there  objection 
to  the  request  of  t£e  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr.  PATMAN. /Mr.  Speaker,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to/object,  has  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  the  District  of  Columbia  been 
called  and  passed? 

The  SPJEAKER.  The  committee  has 
passed. 

Mr.  Z* ATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  reservation  of  objection. 
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It  uses  the  words  “shocking/ biggest 
scandals,  fantastkh”  and  so  forth,  and 
borders  on  the  oveiiv  enthusiastic  use  of 
the  spectacular.  The  wyfter  of  that 
article  further  profess^s/agony  and  at¬ 
tempts  to  malign  all/the  railroaders 
against  new  highway/  despite  the  fact 
they  might  use  them  in\their  daily 
travels  to  and  from  work  or\ist  for  the 
fun  of  Sunday  driving. 

However,  for  myself,  speakifig  as  a 
member  of  that  subcommittee,  iSthink 
the  writen/bould  not  have  been  present 
at  the  hearings  and  heard  all  the  testi¬ 
mony.  A  have  been  in  the  supply  ara 
materials  and  contracting  business  andN 
feel/qualified  to  pass  on  this  subject. 
Yjm  know,  the  parallel  that  comes  to  my 
lind  about  this  situation  in  Oklahoma 
'is  something  like  a  bank  clerk  being  in 
collusion  wifh  the  vice  president  of  a 
bank — how  long  does  it  take  the  presi¬ 
dent  or  board  of  directors  to  find  out 
something  improper  had  been  going  on — 
perhaps  until  the  Federal  bank  examiner 
comes  around  and  uncovers  the  mess,  if 
he  is  lucky  and  the  bank  clerk  and  board 
of  directors  do  not  attempt  to  conceal 
the  dereliction  from  the  examiner, 
which  is  the  sort  of  thing  which  hap¬ 
pened  in  the  Oklahoma  case. 


Mrs.  KEE.  Mr.  ^Speaker,  on  rollcall 
No.  92  I  am  recorded  as  absent.  I  was 
present  and  answered  to  my  name.  I 
ask  unanimous'consent  that  the  Record 
and  Journal  Joe  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPE/KER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
West  Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

MURPHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll 
caff  No.  92  I  am  recorded  as  absent, 
ras  present  and  answered  to  my  name, 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Record 
and  Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


;C 


SAN  LUIS  UNIT  OF  THE  CENTRAL 
VALLEY  PROJECT 


Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Sp'eaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  7155)  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of 
California  with  respect  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


( 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 


GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  \>f  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
presents 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  theSHouse  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 


names: 


[Roll  N<\94] 


To  attribute  the  program  as  being 
full  of  corruption  because  of  the  Okla¬ 
homa  incident  is  gross  injustice  to  the 
rest  of  the  highway  construction  pro¬ 
gram  and  untrue. 


COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf 
of  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 


Alexander 

Allen 

Baring 

Blitch 

Bonner 

Brown,  Mo.. 

Buckley 

Cannon 

Celler 

Chelf 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Dawson 

Diggs 


Durham 
Forand 
Gavin 
Gilbert 
Green,  Oreg. 
Hebert 
Jackson 
Johnson,  Colo. 
Kilburn 
Landrum 
Mitchell 
Morris,  Okla. 
Moulder 


Murray 
Pillion 
'owell 
eston 
Rtvberts 
Rogers,  Tex. 
Sant\ngelo 
Scott 
Short 
Smith, 
Taylor 
Walter 
Williams 


s. 
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The  SPE 
Members  have 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent, 
ceedings  under  the  call  were 
with. 


On  this  rollcall  393 
to  their  names. 


pro- 


9799 


SAN  LUIS  UNIT  OF  THE  CENTRAL 
VALLEY  PROJECT 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinall]. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  7155, 
with  Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  in  the 
chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Com¬ 
mittee  rose  on  yesterday  the  Clerk  had 
read  through  section  1,  ending  on  line 
21,  page  3  of  the  bill. 

If  there  are  no  amendments  to  this 
section,  the  Clerk  will  read. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hemphill:  On 
page  3  at  end  of  line  21  insert  new  paragraph 
to  be  known  as  paragraph  (b)  to  read  as 
follows: 

“No  water  provided  by  the  Federal  San 
Luis  unit  shall  be  delivered  in  the  Federal 
San  Luis  service  area  to  any  water  user  for 
the  production  on  newly  irrigated  lands  of 
any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  defined 
In  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  or  any' 
amendment  theerof,  if  the  total  supply  of 
such  commodity  as  estimated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  for  the  marketing  year 
in  which  the  bulk  of  the  crop  would  nor¬ 
mally  be  marketed  and  which  will  be  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  normal  supply  as  defined  in  sec¬ 
tion  301(b)  (10)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  unless  the 
Secretary  calls  for  an  increase  in  production 
of  such  commodity  in  the  interest  of  na¬ 
tional  security.” 

Then  renumber  the  first  paragraph  as  sec¬ 
tion  1(a)  and  renumber  other  sections  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

(Mr.  HEMPHILL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  keep 
within  some  reason  this  particular  au¬ 
thorization  bill.  This  is  similar  to  the 
language  which  is  contained  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill,  although  not  identical.  The 
language  contained  in  the  Senate  bill, 
we  find  here,  had  some  technicalities  as 
to  what  marketing  year  would  be  in¬ 
volved.  All  this  does  is  to  say  that  we 
are  not  going  to  here  authorize  the  use 
of  water  to  promote  further  surpluses, 
and  we  take  the  basic  crops,  which  are 
cotton,  wheat,  tobacco,  rice — I  believe 
corn  has  been  included  on  a  different 
formula — and  say  that  the  irrigation  dis¬ 
tricts  or  the  water  districts  cannot  con¬ 
tract  for  the  use  of  this  water  on  this  new 
land,  if  there  is  any  new  land  irrigated — 
and  I  assume  there  will  be — to  provide 
more  surplus  crops. 

Now,  I  might  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  California,  if  he  will  give  me  his 
attention,  that  I  would  like  for  him  to 
answer  for  me  at  this  time  a  question 


about  the  cotton  acreage  production  in 
this  particular  area.  As  I  understood 
the  gentleman  from  California  yesterday 
in  reply  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina,  the  gentleman  from  California 
assured  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  that  despite  the  fact  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  said  that  there  were  132,000 
acres  of  cotton,  the  result  of  this  particu¬ 
lar  legislation,  if  enacted,  would  be  to 
reduce  the  cotton  acreage. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  SISK.  In  answer  to  the  question 
yesterday,  I  stated  that  rather  than  in¬ 
creasing  any  acreage  in  cotton,  it  defi¬ 
nitely  would  reduce  the  acreage.  Of 
course,  I  am  basing  that  on  actual,  prac¬ 
tical  knowledge  of  the  area  and  what 
•will  happen  once  we  develop  and  get 
some  sweet  water,  pure  water,  that  will 
grow  fruits  and  many  other  things  that 
the  present  water  will  not  grow  due  to 
the  chemicals  within  that  water.  The 
particular  material  referred  to  in  the  re¬ 
port  was  taken  from  the  original  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  report,  and  apparently 
the  assumption  was  there  that  certainly 
the  acreage  would  not  increase.  It  is  my 
opinion,  and  it  was  testified  before  our 
committee  at  length  by  a  great  many 
people  farming  in  the  area,  that  cotton 
acreage  would  go  down  substantially  and 
grain  acreage,  as  such  probably  would 
disappear,  because  it  is  much  more  feas¬ 
ible  economically  to  produce  vines — that 
is,  grapes  and  fruits  of  various  types — 
nuts  and  many  of  the  other  specialty 
crops  in  this  semitropical  area  than  it  is 
to  produce  things  like  grain  or  cotton 
which  we  are  forced  to  do  now  because 
of  the  chemicals  in  the  water  which  we 
are  pumping  from  the  deep  wells. 

If  the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  let 
me  say  this:  So  far  as  l  am  concerned, 
I  am  happy  to  accept  his  amendment. 
I  realize  that  many  times  people  in  some 
of  the  areas  would  prefer  not  to  have 
this  language,  feeling  that  it  might  cause 
some  problem.  However,  I  am  in  com¬ 
plete  agreement  with  him;  under  no  cir¬ 
cumstances  do  I  want  to  see,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  no  one  in  California  wants  to  see 
any  increase  in  production  of  crops  that 
are  in  surplus.  It  is  my  firm  conviction, 
as  I  think  it  is  that  of  the  people  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  that  what  we  would  be  permitted 
to  do  here  under  diversification  is  to  re¬ 
duce  production  substantially.  On  that 
basis  I  am  happy  to  accept  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California.  I  might  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  it  does  not  make  sense 
to  us  to  pay  people  to  take  cotton  land 
out  of  production  in  one  part  of  the 
country  and  then  legislate  to  put  land 
into  cotton  production  in  another  part 
of  the  country.  It  does  not  make  reason, 
although  I  recognize  that  in  our  agricul¬ 
tural  approach  in  this  country  the  rule 
of  reason  is  not  the  rule  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 


Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  should  like  to  say  the 
amendment  the  gentleman  has  offered 
has  materially  strengthened  this  bill;  it 
has  improved  it.  I  want  to  commend 
him  for  offering  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Hemphill]  has  expired. 

(Mr.  HEMPHILL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  makes  a  lot  of  sense 
and  I  certainly  shall  support  it. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  I  might  say  to  the  gentleman  that 
the  junior  Senator  from  California 
made  the  statement  in  the  other  body 
on  the  12th  day  of  May  that  the  effect 
on  the  basic  crops  that  would  be  affected 
in  this  area  would  be  to  reduce  produc¬ 
tion  and  acreage.  They  want  the  land 
for  the  production  of  vegetables  and  oth¬ 
er  crops  of  that  kind.  I  appreciate  the 
support  given  me  in  protecting  the 
growers  of  our  basic  crops.  They  are 
limited  now  by  acreage  allotments.  My 
amendment  provides  that  this  bill  shall 
not  jeopardize  those  allotments  and  the 
water  will  not  be  used  to  increase  sur¬ 
plus  crops. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Hemphill], 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States,  to  negotiate  and 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of 
California  providing  for  coordinated  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  the 
joint-use  facilities,  in  order  that  the  State 
may,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  de¬ 
liver  water  in  service  areas  outside  the  Fed¬ 
eral  San  Luis  unit  service  area  as  described 
in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central 
Valley  Project”,  dated  December  17,  1956. 
Said  agreement  shall  recite  that  the  liability 
of  the  United  States  thereunder  is  contin¬ 
gent  upon  the  availability  of  appropriations 
to  carry  out  its  obligations  under  the  same. 
No  funds  shall  be  appropriated  to  com¬ 
mence  construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
under  any  such  agreement,  except  for  the 
preparation  of  design  and  specifications  and 
other  preliminary  work,  prior  to  ninety 
calendar  days  (which  ninety  days,  however, 
shall  not  include  days  on  which  either  the 
House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  is 
not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of 
more  than  three  calendar  days  to  a  day 
certain)  after  it  has  been  submitted  to  the 
Congress,  and  then  only  if  neither  the  House 
nor  the  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee  has  disapproved  it  by  committee 
resolution  within  said  ninety  days.  If  such 
an  agreement  has  not  been  executed  by  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1962,  and  if,  after  consultation  with 
the  Governor  of  the  State,  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  prospects  of  reaching 
accord  on  the  terms  thereof  are  not  reason¬ 
ably  firm,  he  may  proceed  to  construct  and 
operate  the  San  Luis  unit  in  accordance  with 
section  1  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That,  if  the 
Secretary  so  determines,  he  shall  report 
thereon  to  the  Congress  and  shall  not  com¬ 
mence  construction  for  ninety  calendar  days 
from  the  date  of  his  report  (which  ninety 
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days,  however,  shall  not  include  days  on 
which  either  the  House  of  Representatives 
or  the  Senate  is  not  in  session  because  of  an 
adjournment  of  more  than  three  days).  In 
considering  the  prospects  of  reaching  accord 
on  the  terms  of  the  agreement  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  give  substantial  weight  to  any 
relevant  affirmative  action  theretofore  taken 
by  the  State,  including  the  enactment  of 
State  legislation  authorizing  the  State  to 
acquire  and  convey  to  the  United  States 
title  to  lands  to  be  used  for  the  San  Luis  unit 
or  assistance  given  by  it  in  financing  Federal 
design  and  construction  of  the  unit.  The 
authority  conferred  upon  the  Secretary  by 
the  first  sentence  of  this  section  shall  not, 
except  as  is  otherwise  provided  in  this  sec¬ 
tion,  be  construed  as  a  limitation  upon  the 
exercise  by  him  of  the  authority  conferred 
in  section  1  of  this  Act,  but  if  the  State  shall 
agree  that,  if  it  later  enlarges  the  joint-use 
facilities,  or  any  of  them,  it  will  pay  an 
equitable  share  of  the  cost  to  the  United 
States  of  those  facilities  as  initially  con¬ 
structed  before  utilizing  them  for  the  stor¬ 
age  or  delivery  of  water  and  will  bear  the 
entire  cost  of  enlarging  the  same  and  if, 
as  a  part  of  said  equitable  share,  it  makes 
available  to  the  Secretary  sufficient  funds  to 
pay  the  additional  cost  of  designing  and  con¬ 
structing  the  joint-use  facilities  so  as  to 
permit  enlargement,  it  shall  have  an  irre¬ 
vocable  right  to  enlarge  or  modify  such  fa¬ 
cilities  at  any  time  in  the  future,  and  a 
perpetual  right  to  the  use  of  such  additional 
capacity:  Provided,  That  the  performance 
of  such  work  by  the  State,  after  approval 
of  its  plans  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  so  car¬ 
ried  on  as  not  to  interfere  unduly  with  the 
operation  of  the  project  for  the  purposes 
set  forth  in  section  1  of  this  Act  and  the  use 
of  the  additional  capacity  for  water  service 
shall  be  limited  to  service  outside  of  the 
Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area:  And  pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  this  right  may  be  relin¬ 
quished  by  the  State  at  any  time  at  its 
option. 

Sec.  3.  The  agreement  between  the  United 
States  and  the  State  referred  to  in  section 
2  of  this  Act  shall  provide,  among  other 
things,  that — 

(a)  the  joint-use  facilities  to  be  con¬ 
structed  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  so  de¬ 
signed  and  constructed  to  such  capacities 
and  in  such  manner  as  to  permit  either  (i) 
Immediate  integration  and  coordinated  op¬ 
eration  with  the  State’s  water  projects  by 
providing,  among  other  things,  a  capacity  in 
San  Luis  Reservoir  of  approximately  two 
million  one  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  and 
corresponding  capacities  in  the  other  joint- 
use  facilities  or  (ii)  such  subsequent  en¬ 
largement  or  other  modification  as  may  be 
required  for  Integration  and  coordinated  op¬ 
eration  therewith; 

(b)  the  State  shall  make  available  to  the 
Secretary  during  the  construction  period 
sufficient  funds  to  pay  an  equitable  share  of 
the  construction  costs  of  any  facilities  de¬ 
signed  and  constructed  as  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)  above.  The  State  contribution 
shall  be  made  in  annual  installments,  each 
of  which  bears  approximately  the  same  ratio 
to  total  expenditures  during  that  year  as  the 
total  of  the  State’s  share  bears  to  the  total 
cost  of  the  facilities;  the  State  may  make 
advances  to  the  United  States  in  order  to 
maintain  a  timely  construction  schedule  of 
the  joint-use  facilities  and  the  works  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  to  be  used  by  the  State  and 
the  United  States; 

(c)  the  State  may  at  any  time  after  ap¬ 
proval  of  its  plans  by  the  Secretary  and  at 
its  own  expense  enlarge  or  modify  San  Luis 
Dam  and  Reservoir  and  other  facilities  to  be 
used  jointly  by  the  State  and  the  United 
States,  but  the  performance  of  such  work 
shall  be  so  carried  on  as  not  to  interfere 
unduly  with  the  operation  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section 
I  of  this  Act; 


(d)  the  United  States  and  the  State  shall 
each  pay  annually  an  equitable  share  of  the 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement 
costs  of  the  joint-use  facilities: 

(e)  promptly  after  execution  of  this 
agreement  between  the  Secretary  and  the 
State,  and  for  the  purpose  of  said  agreement, 
the  State  shall  convey  to  the  United  States 
title  to  any  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  which  it  then  owns  and  which  are  re¬ 
quired  for  the  joint-use  facilities.  The 
State  shall  be  given  credit  for  the  costs  of 
these  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
toward  its  share  of  the  construction  cost 
of  the  joint-use  facilities.  The  State  shall 
likewise  be  given  credit  for  any  funds  ad¬ 
vanced  by  it  to  the  Secretary  for  prepara¬ 
tion  of  designs  and  specifications  or  for  any 
other  work  in  connection  with  the  joint-use 
facilities; 

(f)  the  rights  to  the  use  of  capacities  of 
the  joint-use  facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
shall  be  allocated  to  the  United  States  and 
the  State,  respectively,  in  such  manner  as 
may  be  mutually  agreed  upon.  The  United 
States  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise 
of  its  right  so  allocated,  which  shall  be  suffi¬ 
cient  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  1 
of  this  Act  and  which  shall  extend  through¬ 
out  the  repayment  period  and  so  long  there¬ 
after  as  title  to  the  works  remains  in  the 
United  States.  The  State  shall  not  be  re¬ 
stricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  allocated  right 
to  the  use  of  the  capacities  of  the  joint-use 
facilities  for  water  service  outside  the  Federal 
San  Luis  unit  service  area; 

(g)  the  Secretary  may  turn  over  to  the 
State  the  care,  operation,  and  maintenance 
of  any  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  which  are 
used  jointly  by  the  United  States  and  the 
State  at  such  time  and  under  such  condi¬ 
tions  as  shall  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  the  State; 

(h)  notwithstanding  transfer  of  the  care, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  any  works 
to  the  State,  as  hereinbefore  provided, 
any  organization  which  has  theretofore  en¬ 
tered  into  a  contract  with  the  United  States 
under  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939, 
and  amendments  thereto,  for  a  water  supply 
through  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit, 
including  joint-use  facilities,  shall  continue 
to  be  subject  to  the  same  limitations  and 
obligations  and  to  have  and  -to  enjoy  the 
same  rights  which  it  would  have  had  under 
its  contract  with  the  United  States  and  the 
provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  of  section  1  of 
the  Act  of  July  2,  1956  (70  Stat.  483,  43 
U.S.C.  485h-l)  in  the  absence  of  such  trans¬ 
fer,  and  its  enjoyment  of  such  rights  shall 
be  without  added  cost  or  other  detriment 
arising  from  such  transfer; 

(i)  if  a  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the 
preservation  and  propagation  of  fish  and 
wildlife  has  been  made  as  provided  in  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946  (60  Stat. 
1080,  16  U.S.C.  662),  as  amended,  the  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  unit  to  which  such  allocations 
is  attributable  shall,  notwithstanding  trans¬ 
fer  of  the  care,  operation,  and  maintenance 
to  the  State,  be  operated  and  maintained  in 
such  wise  as  to  retain  the  bases  upon  which 
such  allocation  is  premised  and,  upon  fail¬ 
ure  so  to  operate  and  maintain  those  fea¬ 
tures,  the  amount  allocated  thereto  shall  be¬ 
come  a  reimbursable  cost  to  be  paid  by  the 
State; 

(j)  the  State  shall  not  serve  any  lands 
within  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area 
except  as  such  service  is  required  as  a  con¬ 
sequence  of  its  acceptance  of  the  care,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  of  works  under  para¬ 
graph  (g)  of  this  section. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Baldwin:  On 
page  10,  following  line  10,  insert  following 
new  section:  section  4: 
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"If  the  Secretary  proceeds  to  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  the  San  Luis  works 
under  the  terms  of  section  1  of  this  Act 
solely  as  a  Federal  project,  the  operation 
shall  be  subject  to  the  following  restriction: 

"Whenever  the  chlorides  in  the  water  at 
the  head  of  the  Delta-Mendota  Canal  ex¬ 
ceed  150  parts  per  million  during  the  months 
of  July,  August,  or  September,  the  mean 
daily  diversion  from  the  Sacramento-San 
Joaquin  Delta  to  San  Luis  unit  via  Tracy 
pumping  plant  and  Delta-Mendota  Canal  as 
measured  at  the  San  Luis  pumping  plant 
shall  not  exceed  the  mean  daily  import  to 
the  Sacramento  Valley  from  the  Trinity 
project.” 

Renumber  the  remaining  sections  of  the 
bill. 

(Mr.  BALDWIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks  ) 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  protect 
the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta 
from  undue  infiltration  of  salt  water 
during  the  summer  months.  This 
amendment  provides  that  in  the  event 
the  chlorides  in  the  water  at  the  head 
of  the  Delta-Mendota  Canal  exceed  150 
parts  per  million  during  the  months  of 
July,  August,  or  September,  the  mean 
daily  diversion  from  the  Sacramento- 
San  Joaquin  Delta  to  the  San  Luis  unit 
via  Tracy  pumping  plant  and  Delta- 
Mendota  Canal  as  measured  at  the  San 
Luis  pumping  plant  shall  not  exceed  the 
mean  daily  import  to  the  Sacramento 
Valley  from  the  Trinity  River  project, 
which  shall  be  defined  as  the  mean  daily 
release  from  Whiskeytown  Reservoir. 
The  effect  of  this  amendment  would  be 
to  bar  any  pumping  of  water  from 
sources  which  are  natural  to  the  Sacra¬ 
mento-San  Joaquin  Delta  in  the  event 
chlorides  exceed  150  parts  per  million 
at  the  head  of  the  Delta-Mendota  Canal. 
Since  the  Trinity  River  project  will  in¬ 
troduce  additional  water  into  the  Sacra¬ 
mento  River  channel  which  is  not  nat¬ 
ural  to  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin 
Delta,  the  residents  of  the  delta  would 
have  no  riparian  rights  as  to  the  Trinity 
River  water  and,  therefore,  they  would 
have  no  legal  right  to  endeavor  to  bar 
the  use  of  this  Trinity  River  water  in 
the  San  Luis  project,  even  during  the 
summer  months  of  July,  August,  or  Sep¬ 
tember.  However,  this  amendment 
would  recognize  the  right  of  these  resi¬ 
dents  of  the  delta  to  bar  pumping  in  the 
San  Luis  project  of  waters  which  are 
natural  to  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin 
Delta  such  as  the  water  from  the 
Shasta  Dam,  Folsom  Dam,  Monticello 
Dam,  and  other  similar  dams  on  tribu¬ 
taries  of  the  Sacramento  and  San  Joa¬ 
quin  River,  whenever  the  chlorides  ex¬ 
ceed  150  parts  per  million  at  the  head 
of  the  Delta-Mendota  Canal.  This 
amendment  will  give  protection  to  the 
residents  of  the  delta  from  undue  salinity 
infiltration.  •  ■ 

Since  it  has  been  stated  both  in  the 
committee  report  on  H.R.  7155  and  in 
the  floor  debate  that  the  primary  period  5 
during  which  water  will  be  pumped  into) 
the  San  Luis  project  will  be  during  the) 
winter  months,  this  amendment  should) 
have  no  adverse  effect  whatsoever  on  the  i 
operation  of  the  San  Luis  project. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  this  amend¬ 
ment. 
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Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  SISK.  I  appreciate  very  much  the 
problem  the  gentleman  has  in  the  area 
he  represents,  and  I  am  fully  cognizant 
of  the  problem  he  seeks  to  solve  to  be 
sure  it  does  not  recur.  I  am  completely 
in  accord  with  the  position  he  takes. 
Therefore,  I  personally  am  very  happy 
to  accept  the  amendment  the  gentleman 
is  offering. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mx-.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  am  happy  to  accept 
the  amendment.  It  will  relieve  a  situa¬ 
tion  which  is  worrying  the  people  in  the 
area  the  gentleman  represents. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Sec.  4.  In  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  a  drainage  system  for  the  San 
Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
permit  the  use  thereof  by  other  parties  un¬ 
der  contracts  the  terms  of  which  are  as 
nearly  similar  as  is  practicable  to  those  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  in  the 
case  of  irrigation  repayment  or  service  con¬ 
tracts  and  is  further  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements  and  participate  in  construction 
and  operation  of  drainage  facilities  designed 
to  serve  the  general  area  of  which  the  lands 
to  be  served  by  the  San  Luis  unit  are  a  part, 
to  the  extent  the  works  authorized  in  section 
1  of  this  Act  contribute  to  drainage  require¬ 
ments  of  said  area.  The  Secretary  is  also 
authorized  to  permit  the  use  of'  the  irriga¬ 
tion  facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including 
its  facilities  for  supplying  pumping  energy, 
under  contracts  entered  into  pursuant  to 
section  I  of  the  Act  of  February  21,  1911  (36 
Stat.  925;  43  U.S.C.  523) . 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  plan 
the  works  authorized  in  this  Act  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  contemplate  and  make  possible 
the  future  provision  of  Central  Valley  proj¬ 
ect  service,  by  way  of  the  Pacheco  Tunnel 
route,  to  lands  and  municipalities  in  Santa 
Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey 
Counties  heretofore  anticipated  as  a  pos¬ 
sibility  by  the  Acts  of  December  14,  1949 
(63  Stat.  852)  and  August  27,  1958  (72  Stat. 
937).  Construction  of  additional  works  to 
provide  such  service  shall  not  be  undertaken 
until  a  report  demonstrating  their  physical 
and  economic  feasibility  has  been  completed, 
reviewed  by  the  State,  and  approved  by  the 
Secretary,  and  the  works  have  been  author¬ 
ized  by  Act  of  Congress. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Page  11,  line  9,  strike  out  “December”  and 
insert  “October”. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  San  Luis  unit,  to  construct 
minimum  basic  public  recreational  facili¬ 
ties  and  to  arrange  for  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  same  by  the  State  or  an 
appropriate  local  agency  or  organization. 
The  cost  of  such  facilities  shall  be  nonre- 
turnable  and  nonreimbursable  under  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws. 


Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mi*.  Chairman,  I 
offer  a  perfecting  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Aspinall:  On 
page  11,  line  20,  strike  “suih”  and  Insert 
“such”. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  7.  The  provisions  of  the  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  laws  shall  not  be  applicable  to  water 
deliveries  or  to  the  use  of  drainage  facilities 
serving  lands  under  contract  with  the  State 
to  receive  a  water  supply,  outside  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  San  Luis  unit  service  area  described 
in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Val¬ 
ley  Project”,  dated  December  17,  1956. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ullman:  On 
page  11,  after  line  22,  strike  out  lines  23 
and  24,  and  on  page  12  strike  out  lines  X 
through  5. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
the  amendment  to  strike  out  section  7 
of  the  bill.  I  want  to  state  at  the  out¬ 
set,  I  am  in  favor  of  this  project.  It  is 
an  excellent  project.  It  is  one  that  is 
very  greatly  needed  to  develop  fully  the 
limited  water  resources  of  this  area.  But 
I  want  to  explain  something  about  this 
project.  This  is  a  joint  undertaking,  an 
undertaking  between  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  State  of  California.  It 
has  taken  many  months  and  many  years 
of  negotiations  between  the  two  groups 
in  order  to  find  some  area  of  agreement 
in  which  they  can  go  forward  and  de¬ 
velop  these  water  resources.  In  this  bill 
which  is  before  you,  they  have  arrived 
at  partial  agreement,  an  agreement  only 
to  this  limited  extent,  it  provides  that 
at  some  time  in  the  future,  an  arrange¬ 
ment  shall  be  worked  out  between  the 
State  of  California  and  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  as  to  the  joint  construction  and 
operation  of  the  San  Luis  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  willing  to  go  along 
with  this  concept  because  I  think  this  is 
probably  the  only  way  we  can  proceed 
in  order  to  get  the  water  resources  prop¬ 
erly  developed.  But  I  am  very  much  in¬ 
terested  as  I  know  my  colleagues  are  in 
protecting  the  basic  reclamation  law,  the 
practices  and  the  safeguards  governing 
reclamation  that  we  have  built  up  over 
these  many  years.  I  am  particularly 
concerned  about  preserving  the  160-acre 
limitation  in  this  project.  When  the 
Federal  Government  spends  money,  the 
money  of  all  the  people  of  the  Nation,  to 
develop  a  reclamation  project,  the  bene¬ 
fits  should  be  spread  as  broadly  and  as 
widely  as  possible  and  we  should  be  par¬ 
ticularly  careful  that  no  large  landowners 
or  special  interest  gain  special  enrich¬ 
ment.  That,  in  effect,  is  what  this 
amendment  says.  Now  this  is  a  sound 
provision.  It  is  one  that  the  people  of 
America  have  insisted  upon  all  through 
these  years.  Section  7  would,  in  effect, 
say  that  the  portion  of  the  project  that 
is  beyond  the  Federal  service  area  should 
not  be  subject  to  this  limitation.  Due 
to  the  vagueness  of  the  Federal-State  re¬ 
lationship  and  due  to  the  fact  that  no 
agreement  has  been  worked  out,  this,  in 
effect,  becomes  a  Trojan  horse  section — 
it  opens  wide  doors  to  special  privilege. 
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There  are  tremendous  landholders  here 
who  are  very  much  interested  in  getting 
all  the  benefits  they  can  from  this  proj¬ 
ect.  If  we  leave  this  section  in  the  doors 
are  open  to  circumvent  the  basic  recla¬ 
mation  laws  and  the  160-acre  limitation. 
The  issue  is  this:  Shall  Federal  benefits 
and  Federal  safeguards  follow  Federal 
investment?  I  am  not  here  to  tell  you 
that  we  should  try  to  superimpose  upon 
the  State  all  of  our  Federal  requirements. 
All  I  say  is  that  Federal  benefits  should 
follow  Federal  investments.  If  we  leave 
out  section  7,  you  have  a  complete  bill. 
This  provision  was  not  included  in  the 
original  legislation.  Our  committee  ex¬ 
perts  say  the  section  is  surplusage.  The 
only  reason  I  can  determine  why  it  was 
put  in  the  bill  is  because  there  are  large 
landholders  in  the  area  who  want  to  gain 
special  privileges. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Does  not  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oregon  remember  the  discus¬ 
sion  that  took  place  in  committee,  to  the 
effect  that  this  was  a  part  of  the  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  northern  and  south¬ 
ern  interests  in  California,  and  that  they 
were  supposed  to  be  in  agreement?  This 
section  7  came  before  our  committee  and 
was  treated  by  our  committee  as  a  part 
of  the  understanding  between  the  in- 
terets  in  the  State  of  California.  The 
gentleman  also  understands,  I  think, 
that  the  committee  on  which  he  serves, 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs,  is  not  desirous  of  having  these 
intrastate  quarrels  thrashed  out  on  the 
floor  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Oregon  has  expired. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  may  be  permitted  to  pro¬ 
ceed  for  another  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  So  it  does  follow  that 
this  language  is  in  this  bill  for  a  purpose ; 
that  is,  to  show  that  wherever  there  is 
a  State  interest  involved,  if  the  State  fa¬ 
cility  is  paid  for  entirely  by  State  funds, 
then  the  Federal  law  should  not  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  that  particular  project  or  part 
of  a  project? 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Certainly  what  the 
gentleman  has  said  is  true.  But  this  par¬ 
ticular  provision  is  one  on  which  land¬ 
holders  and  interests  in  the  southern 
California  area  were  particularly  insist¬ 
ent.  It  has  been  said  repeatedly  on  the 
floor  that  this  section  is  redundant,  that 
you  do  not  need  this  language  in  the 
bill  in  order  to  carry  forward  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  act.  It  has  been  said  re¬ 
peatedly  that  this  does  not  change  the 
reclamation  law.  If  it  does  not  change 
the  reclamation  law,  then  why  is  it  in  the 
bill?  I  have  grave  fear,  and  many  others 
join  me  in  that  fear  that  this  section  will 
be  the  vehicle  to  circumvent  the  160-acre 
limitation.  Why  would  there  be  this 
great  fight  over  this  section  unless  some¬ 
body  had  a  great  deal  to  gain? 

The  proponents  of  the  section  have 
said:  “We  do  not  want  it  to  get  into  the 
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this  body  that  it  recommends  retention 
of  section  7.  Of  course,  its  recommen¬ 
dation  is  based  on  the  very  reasons  I 
have  given. 

In  closing  its  memorandum  to  the 
Congress,  the  National  Reclamation  As¬ 
sociation  said  this : 

The  San  Luis  project  is  urgently  needed. 
Tour  support  for  the  bill,  H.R.  7155,  with 
section  7  included,  would  be  very  greatly 
appreciated. 
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courts.”  I  say:  “What  do  you  have  to 
fear  from  the  courts  if  you  are  not  chang¬ 
ing  reclamation  law?”  If  it  does  change 
the  reclamation  law,  then  we  should 
analyze  that  change  on  its  own  merits. 
This  the  committee  has  not  done.  If  it 
does  not  change  the  reclamation  law,  it 
has  no  business  in  this  bill.  It  is  sur¬ 
plusage.  There  is  no  question  of  States 
rights  here.  On  page  8,  it  says: 

The  State  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the 
exercise  of  its  allocated  right  to  the  use  of 
the  capacities  of  the  joint-use  facilities  for 
water  service  outside  the  Federal  San  Luis 
unit  service  area. 

We  are  not  attempting  to  foist  any¬ 
thing  upon  the  State.  All  we  want  to  do 
is  to  safeguard  our  Federal  investment. 
Make  sure  we  maintain  the  safeguards  on 
the  Federal  investment. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  concur  in 
this  amendment.  The  other  body  took 
several  days  to  debate  this  issue.  They 
finally  struck  this  section  out,  and  I  am 
sure  those  who  want  this  bill  will  vote  to 
strike  this  section  and  allow  the  bill 
to  become  law. 

Mr.  GEORGE  P.  MILLER.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GEORGE  P.  MILLER.  I  want  to 
congratulate  the  gentleman.  Fourteen 
or  fifteen  years  ago  this  was  a  hot  issue. 
It  defeated  a  Democratic  Senator  for  re- 
election  from  our  State.  The  very  asso¬ 
ciations  and  groups  who  are  now  advo¬ 
cating  the  repeal  of  the  land  limitation 
clause  of  the  reclamation  law  are  the 
same  ones  who  were  advocating  its  re¬ 
peal  then.  You  can  tell  me  all  you  want 
to  that  there  is  not  something  to  be 
gained  by  keeping  section  7  in  the  bill.  I 
do  not  believe  it.  The  ones  who  are  trying 
to  retain  it  are  the  prototype  of  those 
who  have  been  against  the  160-acre 
limitation  clause  for  the  past  30  years. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I,  too,  want  to 
congratulate  the  gentleman  on  his  state¬ 
ment,  and  particularly  because  I  come 
from  southern  California.  I  want  to  say, 
very  frankly,  I  believe  that  if  there  was 
not  something  that  some  very  special 
groups  could  see  to  their  advantage  from 
retaining  this  provision  in  the  bill,  I  do 
not  think  it  would  be  in.  I  can  see  no 
harm  in  taking  it  out.  I  do  not  believe 
in  any  way  it  will  jeopardize  the  sale  of 
bonds  on  the  California  project.  I 
earnestly  support  the  gentleman  in  what 
he  is  saying. 

Mr.  BURDICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BURDICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  compliment  the  gentleman  and  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  HOSMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
best  that  can  be  said  of  the  arguments 
thus  far  made  in  favor  of  the  pending 
amendment  is  that  they  are  in  error. 
What  we  have  here  is  not  one  project, 
but  two  separate  projects:  One  project 


to  serve  roughly  half  a  million  acres  in 
Mr.  Sisk’s  area,  the  central  Joaquin  Val¬ 
ley,  California,  out  of  the  Federal  proj¬ 
ect;  and  in  addition  to  the  project  to 
serve  Mr.  Sisk’s  area  we  have  a  separate 
State  water  project. 

Both  of  these  projects,  because  of  the 
geographical  facts  of  life  in  California, 
have  to  occupy  the  same  reservoir  site  in 
order  to  store  their  water;  so  we  got  to¬ 
gether  on  building  a  dam  at  the  San  Luis 
site,  which  is  the  only  available  site  that 
will  hold  both  State  water  and  Federal 
water.  They  are  each  going  to  put  their 
own  water  into  it;  they  are  each  going 
to  take  their  own  water  out  of  it.  There 
is  a  sharing  of  the  costs,  the  State  is  pay¬ 
ing  its  fair  share  and  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  paying  its  share  to  construct 
this  reservoir.  I  do  not  see  why  any 
Federal  law  should  be  imposed  upon  the 
water  produced  by  the  State  any  more 
than  there  is  any  reason  why  State  law 
should  be  imposed  on  the  Federal  proj¬ 
ect.  If  anybody  reads  the  Constitution 
and  believes  we  have  State  governments 
and  a  Federal  Government  he  should 
realize  that  this  is  a  matter  of  States 
rights,  and  there  should  be  no  interfer¬ 
ence  from  the  Federal  Government. 

Why  do  the  people  from  southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  want  this  section  7  left  in  if  the 
report  says  it  is  surplusage?  Insofar  as 
our  committee  and  the  Congress  is  con¬ 
cerned  it  is  surplusage,  but  from  the  Cal¬ 
ifornia  State  standpoint  it  is  not  surplus¬ 
age.  They  look  at  it  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  removing  the  possibility  of  long 
litigious  lawsuits  over  the  next  20  years 
which  will  delay  the  project  while  those 
lawsuits  are  being  carried  through  the 
various  courts,  and  which  would  keep  this 
arid  and  thirsty  area  from  getting  the 
water  it  needs  for  many  years.  I  ask  that 
it  be  kept  in  for  that  reason,  and  I  ask 
that  it  be  kept  in  for  the  additional  rea¬ 
son  that  it  will  make  it  impossible  for 
certain  areas  in  Kern  County  to  join  in 
with  the  State-financed  plan;  and,  as  a 
consequence,  the  people  further  south 
who  must  take  this  water  and  use  it  in 
their  factories,  their  homes,  and  their 
industries  will  have,  by  themselves  alone, 
to  build  the  conduit  to  carry  this  water 
up  over  the  mountains  and  down  into 
the  valleys,  a  very,  very  expensive  job. 
It  will  increase  the  cost  to  our  workers 
and  to  our  industries  and  to  our  homes 
unmercifully  if  we  have  to  do  this.  So 
that  is  the  second  reason  we  wish  to  have 
this  in. 

The  third  reason,  of  course,  is  to  avoid 
the  delay  in  getting  the  bond  issue,  be¬ 
cause  you  cannot  issue  State  water 
bonds  and  get  a  financial  house  to  float 
them  while  there  is  litigation  pending. 
This  particular  section  7  spells  out  here 
once  and  for  all  what  is  a  fact,  that  the 
Federal  reclamation  law  does  not  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  State  project,  and  removes 
the  possibility  of  carrying  this  thing  up 
through  the  courts  of  the  land  through 
the  course  of  some  20  years,  with  the 
consequent  delay  of  getting  water  serv¬ 
ice  to  our  people. 

The  most  zealous  protector  of  the  160- 
acre  limitation  that  we  know  of  in  this 
land,  the  National  Reclamation  Associa¬ 
tion,  under  date  of  yesterday  advised 
each  and  every  one  of  the  Members  of 


That  comes  from  the  most  zealous 
protector  of  the  160-acre  limitation  in 
the  country.  They  know  and  they  un¬ 
derstand  this  situation,  and  they  recom¬ 
mend  that  the  amendment  before  you  be 
defeated.  They  recommend  it  in  the 
interest  of  the  maximum  use  of  water 
in  this  water-short  land  of  ours,  they 
recommend  it  in  the  interest  of  the 
progress  of  the  West  and  thereby  in  the 
interest  of  the  progress  of  the  rest  of  the 
Nation.  They  realize  that  the  argu¬ 
ments  upon  which  the  amendment  be¬ 
fore  you  is  based  are  fallacious.  They 
have  analyzed  the  matter  and  they  say 
to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

“Act  sensibly,  keep  section  7  in  there, 
permit  the  project  to  go  ahead  as  it  + 
should  go  ahead  on  a  sound  basis,  recog-  ■ 
nizing  the  difference  in  jurisdiction  be-  " 
tween  the  State  and  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  if  a  160-acre  limitation  is 
proper  in  the  State  area,  let  the  State 
impose  it.” 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  speak  in  support  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oregon  [Mr.  UllmanI  to  de¬ 
lete  section  7  from  the  San  Luis  bill. 

'  Debate  yesterday  and  today  has  opened 
up  the  question  with  which  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  concerned,  namely,  the  question 
of  how  Federal  reclamation  law  shall  ap¬ 
ply  to  a  project  of  this  unique  nature 
which  involves  joint  Federal  and  State 
investment.  Let  me  reiterate  that  this 
is  a  unique  problem  because  it  is  a  joint 
Federal-State  project  that  we  are  plan¬ 
ning  at  San  Luis. 

Normally,  Federal  reclamation  law 
would  apply  to  a  federally  constructed  a 
reclamation  project.  Normally,  it  would  | 
is  a  unique  problem  because  it  is  a  joint 
not  apply  to  a  State-constructed  project. 

But  this  is  a  joint  Federal-State  project 
and  the  entirely  honest  and  legitimate 
question  of  how  reclamation  law  shall 
apply  here  arises. 

The  bill  in  the  original  form  proposes 
to  answer  this  question  simply  by  stat¬ 
ing  that  water  taken  from  the  San  Luis 
Reservoir  to  be  used  in  the  Federal  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project  shall  be  subject  to 
Federal  reclamation  law  and  that  water 
taken  from  the  reservoir  for  all  othe  pur¬ 
poses  shall  be  specifically  freed  from 
Federal  reclamation  law.  It  is  section  7 
which  states  this  latter  provision. 

This  formula  is  unacceptable.  It  ig¬ 
nores  the  all-important  fact  that  Federal 
reclamation  law  has  traditionally  been 
stated  not  in  terms  of  where  water  is 
used,  but  in  terms  of  the  facilities 
through  which  it  is  developed.  There  can 
be  no  question  about  it.  Title  43  of  the 
United  States  Code,  section  523,  reads: 

Water  impounded,  stored,  or  carried  in 
Federal  reclamation  facilities  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  Federal  reclamation  law. 
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Because  this  formula  is  unacceptable— 
the  formula  set  forth  in  the  present  bill 
in  its  section  7— we  should  delete  it  as 
proposed  in  the  Ullman  amendment. 

The  fact  is  that  waters  to  be  accumu¬ 
lated  in  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  will  have 
been  developed  elsewhere  in  the  various 
mountainous  regions  of  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  will  have  been  regulated  and 
controlled  by  such  facilities  as  Shasta 
Dam,  Keswick  Dam,  Nimbus  Dam,  Fol¬ 
som  Dam,  and  others — all  projects  con¬ 
structed  with  Federal  funds.  Then,  on 
top  of  that,  at  San  Luis  itself,  these 
waters  shall  have  been  stored  in  an¬ 
other  facility  dependent  upon  Federal 
funds.  Let  us  not  forget  that  the  San 
Luis  Reservoir  substructure  will  be  en¬ 
tirely  a  Federal  project.  If  the  State  of 
California  does,  in  the  final  instance, 
participate  to  make  the  San  Luis  Reser¬ 
voir  a  joint  Federal-State  project — if  it 
does,  it  will  add  to  the  basic  Federal  sub¬ 
structure. 

Now,  it  is  not  my  contention  that  the 
Federal  reclamation  law  should  apply  to 
waters  developed  entirely  by  the  State 
of  California.  What  I  am  saying  is  that 
the  definition  of  so-called  State  waters 
included  in  this  legislation  in  its  section 
7  is  simply  not  correct.  In  direct  con¬ 
flict  with  Federal  reclamation  law,  the 
language  of  this  section  would  set  as  a 
basis  for  the  application  of  the  law  the 
standard  of  where  it  is  to  be  used.  In¬ 
stead,  the  law  traditionally  applies  on 
the  basis  of  what  facilities  are  used  to 
develop  and  accumulate  the  water. 

Clearly,  then,  section  7  of  this  measure 
is  a  device  to  bypass  and  confuse  exist¬ 
ing  Federal  reclamation  law.  It  should, 
therefore,  be  removed. 

I  take  issue  with  my  good  friend  and 
colleague  from  the  14th  District  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Hage^t]  who  yesterday  sug¬ 
gested  that  those' of  us  who  oppose  the 
formula  provided  in  section  7  should 
themselves  offer  clarifying  language. 

On  the  contrary,  it  is  plain  enough  on 
the  face  of  it  that  those  who  propose  to 
bypass  Federal  reclamation  law  by  put¬ 
ting  forth  this  kind  of  formula,  when 
their  proposals  are  called  to  light  and 
criticized,  must  then  themselves  suggest 
an  alternative — presumably  one  more  in 
line  with  traditional  reclamation  prin¬ 
ciples.  Furthermore,  if  they  cannot 
offer  an  acceptable  alternative,  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  have  no  choice  but  to  strike 
section  7  from  this  measure  and  leave  a 
final  determination  of  the  question  to  the 
courts. 

I  think  it  remains  only  to  be  pointed 
out  once  again  that  the  result  of  pass¬ 
ing  this  bill  without  cleaning  up  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  Federal  reclamation  law  can  only 
be  unjust  enrichment  of  the  various 
large  land  owners  who  will  benefit  by 
receiving  water  from  facilities  built  in 
some  substantial  degree  with  Federal 
tax  revenues. 

I  urge  strongly  that  our  colleagues  sup¬ 
port  the  Ullman  amendment,  because,  in 
doing  so,  we  will  be  preventing  the  by¬ 
passing  of  Federal  reclamation  law. 
Then,  with  this  question  answered,  we 
'  can  join  in  supporting  the  San  Luis  proj¬ 
ect  which  is  so  vital  to  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  which,  in  its  large  purposes, 
has  my  full  support. 


(Mr.  HEMPHILL,  Mr.  COHELAN,  and 
Mr.  YOUNGER  asked  and  were  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  their  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  YOUNGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  state 
at  the  outset  that  I  was  not  in  Congress 
at  the  time  when  my  colleague  from 
California  waged  his  fight,  and  I  am  one 
of  those  who  wants  to  retain  section  7, 
and  I  was  not  a  part  of  that  fight.  Nor 
does  this  San  Luis  project  deliver  any 
water  to  our  particular  section. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in  favor  of  re¬ 
taining  section  7  for  three  fundamental 
reasons;  three.  In  the  first  place,  this  is 
the  first  joint  reclamation  project  that 
we  have  had.  Every  time  we  have  some¬ 
thing  in  which  the  State  participates  it 
is  a  question:  If  the  Federal  Government 
puts  some  money  in  it,  are  they  going 
to  control?  I  think  we  ought  to  make 
clear  so  as  to  encourage  other  States  to 
participate  in  reclamation  that  if  they 
do  participate  with  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  there  is  no  intention  on  the  part 
of  the  Federal  Government  because  they 
put  some  money  in  it  to  control  the  wa¬ 
ter  that  comes  out  of  a  joint  project. 
And,  you  can  only  do  that  by  keeping 
section  7  in  so  that  the  intent  of  Con¬ 
gress  is  known. 

Second,  this  fear  of  the  160-acre 
limitation  certainly  ought  to  have  no 
bearing  here,  because  the  organization 
that  represents  that  group,  the  National 
Reclamation  Association,  is  for  reten¬ 
tion  of  section  7.  I  am  sure  that  the 
gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Ullman] 
believes  in  the  National  Reclamation 
Association;  is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNGER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  I  would  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  the  National  Reclamation 
Association  generally  represents  large 
landowners.  The  National  Grange,  the 
National  Farmers  Union,  and  the  labor 
organizations  represent  a  great  many 
taxpayers.  Those  organizations  are  all 
against  section  7  and  are  supporting  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  YOUNGER.  I  am  very  happy  that 
the  gentleman  brought  that  up,  the  tax 
question,  because  it  brings  me  to  the 
third  part,  to  my  mind,  the  important 
part  of  this  proposal,  and  that  is  the 
payer.  Who  is  going  to  pay  for  this 
project?  In  my  opinion,  the  people  who 
are  going  to  pay  for  this  project  are  the 
ones  whose  attitude  and  whose  recom¬ 
mendation  we  should  pay  some  attention 
to.  I  have  here  a  letter  which  I  think 
most  Members  have  received  from  the 
Feather  River  Project  Association.  Let 
me  read  from  this  the  names  of  the  as¬ 
sociations  which  are  joined  here  and 
want  to  keep  section  7  in: 

Partial  list  of  California  counties,  agencies, 
organizations,  and  associations  which  have 
officially  declared  their  support  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  7  of  H.R.  7155  (Sisk),  a  bill 
to  authorize  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit.  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project,  California:  Irrigation 
Distritcs  Association  of  California  (repre¬ 
sents  190  water  districts  in  California) ,  Met¬ 
ropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Antelope  Valley-East  Kern  Water  Ba¬ 


sin  Association,  Eastern  Municipal  Water 
District,  Riverside  County  Water  Association, 
Santa  Ana  River  Water  Association,  San 
Bernardino  County  Supplemental  Water  As¬ 
sociation,  Chino  Basin  Municipal  Water  Dis¬ 
trict,  Mojave  River  County  Water  District, 
Mojave  Water  Agency,  Mojave  Desert  Soil 
Conservation  District,  San  Bernardino  Valley 
Water  Conservation  District,  California  Farm 
Bureau  Federation,  Kern  County  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau,  San  Bernardino  County  Farm  Bureau, 
Imperial  County  Farm  Bureau,  Kern  County 
Board  of  Supervisors,  San  Bernardino  County 
Board  of  Supervisors,  League  of  Women 
Voters,  Los  Angeles  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
Bakersfield  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and 
Feather  River  Project  Association. 

Southern  California  Water  Coordinating 
Conference,  which  includes  members  repre¬ 
senting  the  following:  San  Antonio  Water 
Co.,  Southern  California  Water  Co.,  Santa 
Fe  Irrigation  District,  Calleguas  Municipal 
Water  District,  Eastern  Municipal  Water  Dis¬ 
trict,  Southern  California  Water  Works  As¬ 
sociation,  Western  Municipal  Water  District, 
Metropolitan  Water  District,  Orange  County 
Water  District,  Bueno  Colorado  Municipal 
Water  District,  California  Water  &  Tele¬ 
phone  Co.,  Central  Basin  Municipal  Water 
Association,  Orange  County  Municipal  Water 
District,  Compton  Municipal  Water  District, 
San  Diego  County  Water  Authority,  Orange 
County  Municipal  Water  Authority,  Palm 
Springs  Water  Co.,  San  Bernardino  Valley 
Municipal,  Municipal  Water  District,  United 
Water  Conservation  District,  Ventura  River 
Municipal  Water  District,  Chino  Basin  Mu¬ 
tual  Water  District,  Fallbrook  Public  Utility 
District,  Riverside  County  Water  Advisory 
Commission,  Inglewood  Water  Department, 
Long  Beach  Water  Department,  Coachella 
Valley  County  Water  District,  and  Oceanside 
Water  Department. 

I  think  if  we  pay  attention  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  paying  the  bill,  we  will  leave 
in  section  7. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  HAGEN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  pains 
me  to  disagree  with  my  good  friends,  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Cohe- 
lan]  and  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Ullman],  for  whose  motivation  I 
have  the  highest  regal’d.  I  just  think 
they  are  wrong  in  this  instance  and  I 
hope  that  Members  listening  will  vote 
for  or  against  this  amendment  on  the 
basis  of  fact  and  logic  rather  than  on 
the  basis  of  emotion  or  the  identity  of 
persons  on  one  side  or  the  other  of  this 
question. 

Section  7  in  the  bill  was  worked  out 
very  carefully  with  the  author  of  the 
bill,  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Sisk],  and  representatives  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernor’s  office  in  California,  and  at  no 
time  was  it  ever  stated  that  there  was 
any  intention  to  change  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  law.  I  am  certain  if  that  were 
the  case  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  SiskI  would  not  have  included  it 
in  his  bill,  because  he  has  stated  repeat¬ 
edly  that  he  supports  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  law. 

Therefore,  there  is  a  disagreement 
only  over  the  question  of  whether  or  not 
section  7  accomplishes  more  than  we 
seek  to  accomplish,  to  wit,  a  clear  state¬ 
ment  of  the  presently  prevailing  inter¬ 
pretation  of  reclamation  law  applied  to 
the  facts  of  the  San  Luis  project.  If  we 
want  to  label  this  section  7  which  we 
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seek  to  retain  in  the  bill,  it  might  be  de¬ 
scribed  as  the  antibarratry  section,  the 
States  rights  section,  the  prevention  of 
litigation  section,  the  clarity  and  equity 
section;  any  one  of  these  phrases  would 
fit  it.  It  merely  states  what  we  consider 
the  prevailing  opinion  to  be  with  respect 
to  current  Federal  law  as  applied  to  the 
facts  which  will  be  represented  in  the 
joint  undertaking  of  the  San  Luis  and 
the  Feather  River  projects.  The  Con¬ 
gress  has  often  codified  and  stated  exist¬ 
ing  law  in  the  interest  of  clarity  and  the 
interest  of  convenience.  That  is  all  we 
are  asking  you  to  do  in  the  case  of  sec¬ 
tion  7.  We  agree  that  the  state  of  the 
law  is  exactly  as  would  be  obtained  under 
section  7,  but  we  can  foresee,  perhaps, 
that  some  court  10  years  from  now  might 
disagree  with  our  interpretation  unless 
the  Congress  says  that  this  is  the  law. 

Further,  there  is  a  very  practical  mat¬ 
ter  concerned.  The  viability  of  the 
Feather  River  project  of  the  State  of 
California,  which  is  only  indirectly  con¬ 
nected  with  the  San  Luis  project,  is  tied 
up  in  the  fate  of  a  $1%  million  bond  is¬ 
sue.  That  bond  issue  can  be  passed  and 
sold  only  if  it  is  evident  to  bonding  house 
attorneys  and  purchasers  and  even  po¬ 
tential  customers  of  the  State  project 
that  the  State  project,  which  is  financed 
and  paid  for  by  the  State,  is  not  going  to 
be  subject  to  Federal  management  by  the 
decision  of  some  court  10  years  hence. 
So  this  is  a  very  practical  caveat  in  the 
bill  in  the  interest  of  clarity. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mn  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  Federal  investment  in  its  service  area 
is  being  reduced  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  it  is  cooperating  with  the  State  in 
the  financing  of  the  dam. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  That  is  correct. 

I  also  want  to  point  out  that  the 
State’s  contribution  to  the  so-called  joint 
structures  is  in  excess  of  the  Federal 
contribution  in  every  instance;  in  other 
words,  the  State  is  going  to  pay  exactly 
for  what  it  gets  and  pay  more  than  the 
Federal  Government  of  the  cost  of  these 
common  structures. 

You  may  ask  why  this  should  be  of 
interest  to  someone  from  New  York, 
Kansas,  or  some  other  State.  This  is  an 
unique  venture  in  partnership  in  that  a 
State  undertakes  to  make  a  major  con¬ 
tribution  to  its  own  water  development. 
Should  this  partnership  venture  fail  for 
any  reason,  you  will  see  the  State  of 
California  back  here  several  years  hence 
asking  for  the  Federal  Government  to 
build  this  total  State  project,  and  you 
will  discourage  the  development  of  co¬ 
operative  plans  in  other  States,  so  that 
the  potential  Federal  cost,  created  by 
the  adoption  of  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Oregon,  in  my 
opinion,  poses  a  real  threat  of  large  in¬ 
creases  in  Federal  expenditures  in  the 
future.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons  why 
we  ask  that  you  sustain  our  position  on 
section  7.  The  savings  that  will  be  im¬ 
mediately  achieved  by  this  joint  Federal- 
State  project  have  been  indicated.  The 
State  of  California  will  pay  for  the  total 
benefit  of  the  State  project  from  these 


joint  structures.  As  a  matter  of  fact 
this  characteristic  of  separate  identity  is 
stipulated  in  several  sections  of  H.R. 
7155  in  addition  to  said  section  7.  For 
example  subsection  (f)  of  section  3 
stated  on  page  8  of  the  bill  before  us 
declares; 

The  State  shall  not  he  restricted  in  the 
exercise  of  its  allocated  right  to  the  use  of 
the  capacities  of  the  joint-use  facilities  for 
water  service  outside  the  Federal  San  Luis 
unit  service  area. 

Except  as  it  adds  reference  to  drain¬ 
age  facilities  specifically  this  language 
is  an  exact  statement  of  the  intent  of 
and  the  import  and  effect  of  section  7. 
Simply  stated  said  subsection  (f)  de¬ 
clares  that  State  water  deliveries  shall 
not  be  subject  to  any  Federal  statutory 
or  administrative  regulation  insofar  as 
water  deliveries  are  concerned  and  it  is 
my  belief  that  this  language  is  also  broad 
enough  to  cover  the  use  of  drainage  facil¬ 
ities  although  section  7  is  more  explicit 
on  this  point. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  GUBSER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  when 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
George  P.  Miller]  was  speaking,  I  am 
quite  sure  that  he  did  not  intend  to  im¬ 
ply  that  every  person  who  was  in  favor 
of  retaining  section  7  in  this  bill  was  in 
opposition  to  the  philosophy  and  the 
principle  of  the  160-acre  limitation.  I 
am  sure  he  spoke  generally  and  not  spe¬ 
cifically,  because  in  my  own  case  I  am 
wholeheartedly  in  favor  of  the  160-acre 
limitation.  I  will  go  so  far  as  to  say  that 
if  I  were  once  again  a  member  of  the 
California  Legislature  and  this  proposal 
were  before  the  legislature  to  limit  the 
benefits  of  the  State  water  project  to 
160  acres,  I  would  vote  for  such  a  limi¬ 
tation.  But  my  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  is  not  based  upon  the  philosophy 
of  the  160-acre  limitation.  It  is  based 
purely  upon  the  philosophy  of  States’ 
rights.  I  thought  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  put  his  finger  squarely  upon  the 
issue  which  is  here  involved  when  he 
said,  shall  Federal  benefits  follow  Fed¬ 
eral  investment?  I  presume  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oregon  believes  they  should 
and  Federal  regulation  should  follow 
benefits.  I  might  say  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman.  Is  that  a  correct  statement 
of  the  gentleman’s  point  of  view? 

Mr.  ULLMAN’.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  That  is  basically  true. 
We  have  here  a  Federal-State  project 
where  an  arrangement  has  not  been 
worked  out.  We  have  no  agreement  and 
I  have  no  way  of  knowing  and  no  one 
has  any  way  of  knowing  where  the  bene¬ 
fits  will  flow  at  this  time.  I  only  want 
Federal  benefits  to  follow  where  Federal 
investment  is  made. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Then  I  have  stated 
the  gentleman’s  issue  correctly:  Shall 
Federal  benefits,  Federal  regulation,  fol¬ 
low  Federal  investment — arid  we  both 
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agree  they  should.  The  point  I  would 
like  to  make  here  is  that — Federal  regu¬ 
lations  do  follow  Federal  investment  in 
this  case  because  Federal  investment  is 
for  the  San  Luis  service  area  which  is 
a  Federal  service  area.  Because  we  are 
building  this  jointly  the  Federal  in¬ 
vestment  is  $60  million  less  than  it 
would  otherwise  have  been.  All  we  are 
asking  here  today  is  for  the  State  legis¬ 
lature  to  have  the  right  to  determine  the 
rules  and  regulations  which  apply  to 
the  service  area  which  is  served  by  in¬ 
vestment  made  by  the  State. 

I  think  we  should  remember  this. 
The  State  of  California  owns  this  land 
upon  which  this  reservoir  will  be  built 
and  if  this  bill  does  not  pass  that  the 
State  of  California  will  build  the  San 
Luis  reservoir.  But,  if  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  builds  the  reservoir  on  land  that 
it  now  owns,  then  the  opportunity  to  use 
that  site  will  be  taken  away  from  the 
Federal  Government  and  we  will  never 
be  able  to  finish  the  Central  Valley  proj¬ 
ect.  The  people  in  the  Federal  San 
Luis  service  area  of  the  Central  Valley 
project,  mostly  in  the  district  of  our 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Sisk],  will  not  have  the 
chance  to  receive  Federal  water  because 
the  State  has  already  built  a  reservoir  on 
the  only  site  available.  Let  us  re¬ 
member  this;  we  are  not  giving  any¬ 
thing  to  the  State  of  California  for  the 
non-Federal  service  area.  We  are  ask¬ 
ing  the  State  for  the  right  to  build  our 
portion  of  this  dam  on  top  of  the  one 
that  the  State  is  going  to  build  anyway. 
So  why  under  the  point  of  view  is  it 
justifiable  for  us,  because  we  are  being 
taken  along  as  a  partner,  to  tell  the  State 
of  California  that  for  your  part  of  the 
project  which  you  pay  for,  you  must 
follow  the  same  rules  and  regulations 
that  we  follow  for  our  part? 

I  was  asked  before  I  concluded  my  re¬ 
marks  to  remind  the  House  that  this  is 
not  a  power  project  and  public  power  is 
not  involved  in  any  way.  In  fact,  the 
San  Luis  project  is  a  consumer  of  power 
rather  than  a  producer.  Since  I  was 
asked  by  a  Member  on  our  side  to  bring 
that  point  out,  I  am  so  doing  at  this 
time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  expired. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on  the 
pending  amendment,  and  all  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  close  at  1:30  p.m. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  has  been  quite  a 
little  comment  on  this  particular  section 
of  the  bill.  This  is  a  controversial  sec¬ 
tion  which  has  created  a  great  deal  of 
fire.  I  want  to  state  my  position  clearly 
because  this  was  a  part  of  some  six  or 
seven  amendments  which  a  group  of  us 
agreed  to  attempt  to  keep  in  this  piece  of 
legislation  on  behalf  of  some  of  our 
friends  in  southern  California.  These 
amendments  were  written  into  the  bill 
which  I  introduced  at  that  time.  I  car¬ 
ried  on  a  consistent  fight  for  all  of  those 
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provisions.  All  of  the  provisions  were 
written  into  the  bill  up  until  this  point. 
I  think  my  colleague  from  California 
[Mr.  Hosmer],  will  agree  that  our  joint 
efforts  in  the  committee  did  manage  to 
retain  this  section.  However,  since  that 
time  a  controversy  has  developed  over 
the  meaning  of  this  language.  If  any¬ 
thing  happens  with  this  section  in  the 
bill  that  would  not  happen  with  it  out  of 
the  bill,  then  we  are  amending  the 
reclamation  law.  This  is  simply  a  legal 
practicality.  The  facts  are  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  my  area  are  not  particularly  con¬ 
cerned,  because  our  area  is  100  percent 
under  the  reclamation  law,  but  I  simply 
wanted  to  make  sure  that  the  Federal 
project  will  be  able  to  operate  success¬ 
fully  under  the  reclamation  law.  At  the 
same  time  I  want  to  make  sure  that  the 
State  project  can  operate  successfully 
under  the  State  law.  That  is  my  posi¬ 
tion.  That  is  what  I  think  will  happen 
under  this  bill,  whether  this  section  is 
in  or  out. 

Unfortunately  a  situation  has  de¬ 
veloped  where  a  few  people  are  appar¬ 
ently  reading  something  into  this  sec¬ 
tion  which  we  in  the  committee  do  not 
read  into  it;  that  is,  that  it  might  offer 
a  loophole  through  which  water  could 
be  secured  which  could  not  be  secured 
without  it. 

With  reference  to  a  legal  proceeding 
in  court,  it  is  my  opinion  that  when  the 
Congress  speaks  that  will  be  it.  There 
will  will  be  no  more  litigation  with 
this  section  out  than  with  it  in.  That 
was  my  position  from  the  beginning, 
that  I  would  do  the  best  I  could  to  get 
it  to  the  floor  and  then  abide  by  the  de¬ 
cision  of  my  colleagues.  The  other  body 
saw  fit  to  strike  this  section,  as  I  say. 
In  view  of  the  controversy  that  has 
arisen,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  we  all 
agree  that  we  do  not  want  to  amend 
the  reclamation  law,  it  is  my  opinion  at 
the  present  time  that  the  legislation 
would  be  less  controversial  if  the  sec¬ 
tion  is  stricken  from  the  legislation. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  It  is  true  that  you  have 
stated  many  times  that  you  support  the 
Federal  reclamation  law,  including  the 
acreage  limitations,  as  applied  to  tradi¬ 
tional  federally  subsidized  projects. 

Mr.  SISK.  The  gentleman  is  correct. 
Mr.  HAGEN.  Has  anyone  ever 
pointed  out  to  you  how  this  particular 
section  7  attempts  to  change  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  law? 

Mr.  SISK.  No.  That  is  the  point  I 
wished  to  make.  On  the  other  hand, 

I  have  an  idea  that  it  has  not  been 
pointed  out  specifically  that  it  would 
not  amend  it.  Apparently  it  is  the  in¬ 
terpretation  that  various  people  have 
placed  upon  it,  which  has  created  the 
controversy. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  It  is  your  understand¬ 
ing  that  the  present  state  of  the  law 
is  that  the  Federal  reclamation  law 
would  not  apply  to  a  wholly  State- 
owned,  State-financed  project? 

Mr.  SISK.  That  is  exactly  right.  It 
is  my  opinion,  and  it  certainly  is  the 
intent  of  our  committee  and  it  is  very 
accurately  spelled  out  in  the  report  ac- 
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companying  this  bill,  that  Federal  law 
shall  govern  the  Federal  project  and 
State  law  shall  govern  the  State  proj¬ 
ect;  I  believe  that  when  the  Congress 
speaks  that  will  be  the  intent:  that 
Federal  law  governs  the  Federal  project 
and  State  law  the  State  project. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Is  it  not,  therefore,  fair 
to  say  that  all  section  7  does  is  to  re¬ 
state  in  the  legislation  what  is  already 
provided  by  current  law? 

Mr.  SISK.  That  covers  it  precisely. 
The  gentleman  sat  in  the  room  at  the 
time  the  agreement  was  made.  This 
simply  was  inserted  for  purposes  of 
clarification. 

We  intended  and  I  believe  that  section 
7  is  merely  a  statement  of  existing  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  law  and  that,  with  or 
without  section  7  in  the  legislation,  the 
courts  would  hold  that  the  sharing  of 
a  site  and  joint  financing,  construction 
and  use  of  structures  placed  thereon  as 
proposed  in  the  San  Luis  legislation 
would  not  subject  State  water  deliveries 
to  Federal  reclamation  law.  Further,  it 
is  my  opinion  that,  acting  pursuant  to 
the  legislation,  with  or  without  section 
7,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would 
have  full  legal  authority  to  enter  into 
a  contract  with  the  State  of  California 
spelling  out  the  safeguard  stated  in  sec¬ 
tion  7. 

(Mr.  SISK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  expired, 
all  time  on  this  amendment  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Ullman], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Ullman) 
there  were — ayes  81,  noes  84. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
for  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair 
appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Ullman  and  Mr. 
Hosmer. 

The  Committee  again  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
139,  noes  122. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  8.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  construction  of  the  works 
of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  joint-use 
facilities,  authorized  by  this  Act,  other  than 
distribution  systems  and  drains,  the  sum 
of  $290,430,000,  plus  such  additional  amount, 
if  any,  as  may  be  required  by  reason  of 
changes  in  costs  of  construction  of  the  types 
involved  in  the  San  Luis  unit  as  shown  by 
engineering  indexes.  Said  base  sum  of 
$290,430,000  shall,  however,  be  diminished  to 
the  extent  that  the  State  makes  funds  or 
lands  or  interests  in  land  available  to  the 
Secretary  pursuant  to  sections  2  or  3  of  this 
Act  which  decrease  the  costs  which  would  be 
incurred  if  the  works  authorized  in  section 
1  of  this  Act  (including  provision  for  their 
subsequent  expansion)  were  constructed 
solely  as  a  Federal  project.  There  are  also 
authorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition 
thereto,  such  amounts  as  are  required  (a) 
for  construction  of  such  distribution  sys¬ 
tems  and  drains  as  are  not  constructed  by 
local  interests,  and  (b)  for  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  unit.  All  moneys  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  Secretary  from  the  State  under 
this  Act  shall  be  covered  into  the  same 
accounts  as  moneys  appropriated  hereunder 


and  shall  be  available,  without  further  ap¬ 
propriation,  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
Act. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bow:  On  page 
12,  line  9,  after  "the  sum  of’’  insert  "not  to 
exceed,”  and  on  line  9  strike  out  the  word 
"plus”  and  strike  out  lines  10,  11,  and  line 
12  through  the  period  following  the  word 
“indexes.” 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would  limit  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  to  $290,430,000.  As  the  bill  is  now 
written,  it  authorizes  the  sum  of  $290,- 
430,000  “plus  such  additional  amount,  if 
any,  as  may  be  required  by  reason  of 
changes  in  costs  of  .construction  of  the 
types  involved  in  the  San  Luis  unit  as 
shown  by  engineering  indexes.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  raise  this  question  so 
that  we  may  have  a  limitation  and  so 
that  we  may  know  the  amount  that  is 
authorized  under  this  bill.  As  the  lan¬ 
guage  now  reads,  you  would  depend  upon 
some  engineering  indexes  to  determine 
the  amount  of  the  authorization.  You 
would  have  your  $290,430,000,  and  then 
it  says  “plus  such  additional  amount  as 
shown  by  engineering  indexes.”  Now, 
whose  engineering  indexes?  What  en¬ 
gineering  indexes?  Let  us  say  you  had 
three  or  four  engineering  indexes,  one 
showing  an  increase,  one  showing  a  de¬ 
crease,  and  perhaps  one  showing  the 
level  to  be  as  it  is.  What  index  are  you 
going  to  take?  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
House  should  legislate  in  this  manner. 
If  it  is  going  to  run  considerably  over 
the  $290  million  in  the  authorization 
during  the  period  of  construction,  that 
will  be  known.  There  will  be  plenty  of 
time  to  come  back  to  the  House  and  ask 
for  this  additional  authorization,  but  it 
seems  to  me  rather  irresponsible  to  say 
that  we  are  going  to  depend  upon  some 
engineering  indexes  when  we  do  not 
know  what  engineering  index  is  going 
to  be  used. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  that 
this  amendment  be  adopted  so  that  we 
will  not  exceed  the  $290,430,000.  If 
later  on  it  becomes  necessary  to  come 
back  to  the  House  and  show  why  this 
additional  amount  is  needed — as  we  have 
done  in  the  past  in  the  Central  Valley 
project  where  there  has  been  a  later  es¬ 
timate— the  funds  will  be  provided. 
But,  I  do  not  believe  we  should  have  this 
kind  of  loose  language  in  a  bill  when 
we  have  legislation  in  the  future. 

Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOW.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  MEADER.  Would  the  gentleman 
tell  me,  as  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  and  familiar  with  au¬ 
thorizations  generally,  is  this  open  end 
proposal  common  in  authorizations  for 
construction  work? 

Mr.  BOW.  I  understand  in  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley,  in  some  areas,  that  it  has 
been  done  in  the  past,  but  if  we  made 
mistakes  in  the  past  and  the  estimates 
have  been  low  many  times,  I  think  we 
should  correct  that  now  and  say  it  shall 
not  exceed  a  certain  amount,  and  per¬ 
haps  they  will  be  more  careful  in  the 
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manner  the  money  is  spent  rather  than 
saying  it  will  be  $290  million  plus  some 
engineering  indexes  later  on.  I  think  it 
is  a  rather  reckless  way  of  appropri¬ 
ating. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOW.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  want  to  commend  the 
gentleman  for  his  amendment  and  say 
only  this:  Simply  because  these  open 
end  bills  have  been  passed  before  is  no 
reason  why  we  should  not  put  an  end  to 
it,  and  this  is  a  very  good  time  to  start. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman  and  I  hope  the  Com¬ 
mittee  will  go  along  with  this  amend¬ 
ment  that  we  shall  not  exceed  the 
amount:  $290  million  is  a  great  deal  of 
money  and  an  open  end  authorization 
saying  that  somebody’s  index  later  on 
will  make  it  possible  to  spend  a  lot  more 
is  a  litttle  dangerous,  I  should  say. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hesitate  to  oppose 
this  amendment  because  very  frankly 
I  am  anxious  to  see  that  this  construc¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  any  other  construction, 
be  done  as  economically  as  possible.  I 
agree  to  some  extent  with  the  comment 
of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  that  just 
because  this  has  been  in  other  bills  is 
not  necessarily  a  reason  to  leave  it  in 
this  bill.  I  will  say,  however,  that  so 
far  as  I  know,  for  the  last  50  years, 
throughout  the  history  of  reclamation 
projects,  this  is  the  language  that  has 
been  used. 

The  position  taken  by  the  departments 
downtown,  including  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  as  I  understand  their  position, 
the  Department  of  the  Interior,  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  others  whose 
work  is  involved  in  this,  is  that  this  could 
save  money ;  and,  of  course,  there  is  some 
possibility  that  it  might  increase  the  cost. 
That  is,  they  should  be  given  the  flexi¬ 
bility  of  following  the  construction  in¬ 
dexes.  This  is  a  single  index.  There  is 
not  a  multitude  of  these  prepared.  Ac¬ 
tually  the  construction  industry  each 
month  submits  figures  to  a  central  filing- 
section  where  they  prepare  what  is  called 
the  construction  index  for  that  period  of 
time.  That  has  been  followed  by  all 
agencies  as  the  construction  index.  It 
is  my  hope  that  that  index  will  show  a 
reduction  in  cost  of  construction  rather 
than  an  increase,  although  we  have  been 
faced  with  increases  during  the  past  10 
years ;  there  is  no  question  about  that. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  my 
Chairman. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Is  there  any  possi¬ 
bility  that  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  can  make  any  sav¬ 
ing  to  the  Federal  Government  in  the 
construction  of  this  facility? 

Mr.  SISK.  There  is  no  possible  saving 
that  I  can  see  because  what  you  would  be 
doing,  of  course,  would  be  giving  them  an 
authorization  to  go  ahead  and  construct. 
Then  you  get  to  the  point  where  you  have 
spent  all  the  money  and  you  have  a  proj¬ 
ect  that  lacks  a  couple  of  million  dollars 
of  being  completed.  Certainly  we  are 


not  going  tolet  it  stand  uncompleted  and 
unusable. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Is  there  any  possi¬ 
bility  that  it  might  lead  to  agreement  of 
contracts  that  would  be  any  more  eco¬ 
nomical  in  the  interest  of  the  district  or 
the  Federal  Government? 

Mr.  SISK.  Based  on  my  knowledge 
and  understanding  of  the  Department’s 
position  and  that  of  the  construction 
people,  I  would  say  no.  What  it  actually 
does  is  to  place  these  people  in  a  strait- 
jacket,  to  a  certain  extent.  It  might 
tend  to  cause  them  to  go  up  in  their  costs. 
In  other  words,  in  this  case,  the  ceiling 
would  become  the  floor.  That  is  some¬ 
thing  we  always  run  into.  I  think  this 
project,  so  far  as  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  concerned,  is  going  to  be  con¬ 
structed  for  substantially  less  than  this 
amount.  I  expect  that  it  will  be  con¬ 
structed  for  somewhere  in  the  neigh¬ 
borhood  of  $230-odd  million.  But  I  do 
feel  that  this  amendment  would  place 
the  Department  and  the  construction 
agencies  in  a  straitjacket  which  might 
tend  to  increase  costs  rather  than  de¬ 
crease  them. 

Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MEADER.  Would  it  not  have 
this  effect,  that  those  undertaking  this 
construction  work  would  realize  that  if 
they  had  to  have  a  larger  authorization 
they  would  have  to  come  back  to  Con¬ 
gress  for  further  legislation  which  would 
involve  some  time  and  some  difficulty; 
and  that  would  tend  to  make  them  more 
careful  than  if  they  had  the  leeway 
which  the  language  in  the  bill  would 
afford? 

Mr.  SISK.  Of  course  that  is  possible, 
as  the  gentleman  states  it.  However,  as 
I  say,  it  is  my  firm  opinion  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  guarding  the  dollars  down 
there  are  going  to  see  to  it  that  the  con¬ 
tracts  go  according  to  these  construc¬ 
tion  indexes  as  they  have  existed  from 
year  to  year.  That  is  my  only  reason  for 
opposing  the  amendment.  I  appreciate 
what  the  gentleman  is  trying  to  do.  I 
am  sympathetic  with  his  position.  I  do 
believe  that  to  give  them  the  flexibility 
which  they  have  under  the  normal 
language  here  is  advisable.  After  all, 
the  appropriation  committee  still  has  to 
appropriate  the  money  and  they  can 
stop  these  appropriations  whenever  they 
desire.  So  there  is  certainly  no  desire 
on  my  part,  or  on  the  part  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  to  take  anything  away  from  the 
appropriating  power  of  the  Congress, 
because  I  think  it  is  essential  not  only 
to  this  project  but  to  the  carrying  on  of 
any  other  kind  of  construction  carried 
on  by  the  Federal  Government. 

(Mr.  SISK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bow]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Saylor:  On 
page  12,  line  19,  after  “Federal  project” 
strike  out  the  balance  of  line  19  and  all  of 
lines  20,  21,  22,  and  23. 
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(Mr.  SAYLOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
figure  that  has  been  included  in  this 
bill  as  the  cost  of  the  San  Luis  project 
is  $290  million.  By  the  language  of  my 
amendment,  I  just  strike  out  $192  million 
more,  because  the  cost  of  this  project  is 
actually  in  excess  of  $482  million.  If 
there  was  ever  an  open-end  proposition 
resented  to  this  Congress,  it  occurs  on 
page  12  in  section  8,  lines  19  to  23.  The 
distribution  and  drainage  systems  should 
be  constructed  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  or  by  the  water  users  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $192,650,000.  If  this  lan¬ 
guage  stays  in  the  bill,  instead  of  author¬ 
izing  a  project  for  $290,430,000  plus,  up 
or  down,  according  to  the  indices,  you 
are  authorizing  a  project  in  excess  of 
$483  million.  The  Federal  Government 
can  build  the  distribution  and  drainage 
system,  and  there  is  absolutely  no  re¬ 
quirement  to  come  back  and  ask  this 
Congress  or  anyone  else  for  the  approval 
to  build  these  features. 

If  anybody  from  California  wants  to 
_  stand  up  and  tell  me  that  that  informa- 
'  tion  is  not  correct,  here  is  his  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  do  it.  This  amendment  just 
saves  the  taxpayers  money  and  makes 
them  come  back  to  the  Congress  to  get 
the  approval  for  this  $192  million. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  SISK.  Here  again  the  gentleman 
knows  this  is  the  normal  language  that 
is  used  in  all  these  projects.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  No.  This  is  a  different 
situation.  This  is  a  joint  State-Federal 
project.  This  is  the  first  one  that  they 
ever  had.  In  every  bill  that  we  have  ever 
had  before,  the  cost  of  the  distribution 
system  has  always  been  included  in  the 
amount  that  has  been  authorized.  This 
is  the  first  time  we  have  ever  had  a  bill 
presented  that  does  not  have  that 
amount  included.  This  $290  million  does 
not  take  care  of  the  distribution  system. 
What  my  amendment  does  is  just  to  ssfr 
to  the  people  of  California  that  we  will 
approve  your  project  and  if  the  State 
will  enter  in  good  faith  into  the  type  of 
contract  which  has  been  authorized, 
then  there  will  be  no  responsibility  on 
the  part  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
build  the  distribution  system.  If  there 
is  not  a  contract  entered  into  and  it  be¬ 
comes  a  full  Federal  project,  before  they 
can  go  ahead,  they  have  to  come  back 
and  ask  the  Federal  Government  for  ap¬ 
proval  of  $192  million  more. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentler 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mi’.  Chairman,  I  sup¬ 
port  the  gentleman  in  his  amendment. 

I  should  like  to  add  my  voice  to  those 
advocating  the  passage  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project.  This 
project  has  much  merit  and  has  been  al¬ 
ready  delayed  too  long. 

For  many  years,  the  State  of  Califor¬ 
nia  has  desired  to  cooperate  with  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  joint  devel- 
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opment  of  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the 
Central  Valley  project. 

In  the  first  place,  construction  of  this 
urgently  needed  water  storage  project 
would  have  a  double-barreled  impact 
upon  the  State  economically.  Secondly, 
the  Federal  portion  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
would  make  a  most  important  resource 
contribution  by  furnishing  much  needed 
additional  water  to  an  area  of  almost 
500,000  acres  of  highly  productive  farm 
lands  on  the  west  side  of  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley.  In  addition,  the  San 
Luis  storage  unit  would  be  an  important 
link  in  the  State’s  far-reaching  plan  for 
moving  water  from  surplus  areas  in  the 
north  to  water  deficient  areas  in  the 
southern  part  of  the  State. 

The  lands  in  the  proposed  Federal 
.  service  area  are  desperately  in  need  of 
an  additional  water  supply.  Overpump¬ 
ing  within  the  last  decade  has  lowered 
the  ground  water  table  in  excess  of  400 
feet,  which  has  had  the  effect  of  sky¬ 
rocketing  pumping  costs  and  forcing 
good  acreage  out  of  production. 

Unfortunately,  this  agricultural  eco¬ 
nomic  tragedy  is  still  in  progress.  Of 
the  500,000  acres  in  the  service  area, 
about  400,000  were  developed  for  irriga¬ 
tion  in  1950.  A  good  percentage  of  these 
lands  are  now  dry  and  unproductive 
because  of  the  high  pump  lifts  resulting 
from  the  falling  water  table.  Prospects 
are  that  unless  an  additional  water  sup¬ 
ply  is  brought  into  the  area— such  as 
would  occur  with  construction  of  the 
Federal  San  Luis  unit — the  existing 
ground  water  supply  is  adequate  to  sus¬ 
tain  somewhat .  less  than  150,000  acres 
in  irrigation.  Without  San  Luis,  there¬ 
fore,  two-thirds  of  a  rich  agricultural 
area  will  be  an  almost  complete  eco¬ 
nomic  loss  to  the  State. 

The  constantly  lowering  ground  water 
table  effects  a  sort  of  “creeping  paraly¬ 
sis”  in  the  once  lush  western  San  Joaquin 
Valley.  This  agricultural  decline,  more¬ 
over,  is  taking  place  in  the  face  of  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  continuing  population  growth, 
which  is  expected  to  make  it  the  most 
populous  State  in  the  Union.  In  a  rapid¬ 
ly  growing  State,  where  good  farmland  is 
limited  by  the  available  water  supply, 
more  land,  not  less,  must  be  irrigated 
to  keep  up  with  growing  State  needs  for 
food,  fiber,  and  job  opportunities. 

The  Federal  San  Luis  unit,  therefore, 
must  be  considered  as  a  rescue-type  de¬ 
velopment,  vital  to  the  continued  eco¬ 
nomic  development  of  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley  and  to  the  State  of  California  and 
to  the  Nation  as  a  whole.  Everyone 
benefits  if  valuable  natural  resources  can 
be  developed  and  sustained. 

The  State  of  California  has  long  recog¬ 
nized  its  upward  population  trend  and 
the  urgent  requirement  to  develop  its  soil 
and  water  resources  to  meet  its  growing 
needs.  A  forward-looking  State  water 
plan  developed  in  the  1920’s  laid  the 
groundwork  for  the  great  Central  Valley 
project.  A  complete  restudy  of  that  far- 
reaching  early  planning  resulted  in  the 
California  water  plan,  recently  com¬ 
pleted,  one  of  the  most  ambitious  State 
water  programs  ever  advanced. 

The  first  step  in  this  new  plan  is  the 
Feather  River  project  and  several  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  such  as  the 


San  Luis  Reservoir,  are  a  part  of  this 
project.  Such  joint  facilities  will  play 
an  important  part  in  the  State’s  scheme 
to  carry  water  to  its  service  area  in  the 
southern  part  of  the  San  Joaquin  Basin 
and  across  the  Tehachapi  Mountains  to 
provide  the  growing  metropolitan  com¬ 
plex  in  the  Los  Angeles-San  Diego  area 
with  an  adequate  water  supply. 

Furthermore,  by  constructing  the  San 
Luis  unit  on  a  partnership  basis — with 
Federal-State  cooperation — it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  the  Federal  cost  on  this  proj¬ 
ect  would  be  some  $56  million  lower  than 
it  would  be  if  only  the  Federal  unit  were 
constructed. 

In  accordance  with  the  proposed  leg¬ 
islation,  the  facilities  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  which  are  common  to  both  the  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  plans  would  be  jointly  de¬ 
veloped.  Such  cooperation  is  a  necessity 
if  the  needs  for  water  in  the  burgeon¬ 
ing  Golden  State  are  to  be  met  in  the 
future. 

During  congressional  consideration  in 
the  other  body  of  the  San  Luis  unit  leg¬ 
islation  there  was  considerable  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  various  facets  of  the  excess 
land  provision  of  the  reclamation  laws. 
Involved  in  the  discussion  were  the  lands 
to  be  irrigated  in  the  Federal  service 
area  and,  through  joint  development  of 
some  of  the  facilities  of  the  unit  with  the 
State  of  California,  the  lands  in  the 
service  area  of  the  State’s  Feather  River 
project. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  owners 
of  lands  within  the  proposed  Federal 
service  area  should  comply  with  the  160- 
acre  limitation  in  existing  law.  Before 
any  water  from  the  project  could  be  fur¬ 
nished  legally  to  these  people,  each  pro¬ 
spective  water  user  would  have  to  enter 
into  the  customary  recordable  contract 
with  the  Federal  Government  to  dispose 
of  his  lands  in  excess  of  160  acres  in  a 
single  ownership.  This  procedure  would 
apply  to  all,  including  large  landowners 
such  as  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad 
Co.,  which  holds  some  120,000  acres  in 
the  San  Luis  area. 

The  Senate  was  informed  that  the 
railroad  company  had  stated  it  was  not 
interested  in  selling  its  excess  lands,  but 
indicated  it  would  be  willing  to  pay  in¬ 
terest  on  water  supplied  for  its  excess 
lands.  Other  landowners  in  the  Federal 
service  area  have  indicated  they  will 
comply  with  the  acreage  limitation,  and 
it  is  true  that  the  unit  would  be  a  feas¬ 
ible  undertaking  even  if  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  lands  were  excluded 
from  project  water  service. 

The  question  of  whether  the  acreage 
limitation  provision  would  apply  to  the 
lands  in  the  State’s  service  area  has 
caused  confusion  and  misunderstanding. 

It  is  understood  the  administration’s 
view  is,  that  since  the  State  would  fully 
pay  for  its  share  of  the  construction  of 
the  joint  facilities  prior  to  its  use  of 
them  for  the  delivery  of  water,  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws, 
and  thus  the  excess  acreage  limitation, 
would  not  apply  to  the  State’s  service 
area.  This  would  be  true  whether  the 
legislation  specifically  exempts  the 
State’s  service  area  from  application  of 
the  Federal  Reclamation  laws,  as  does 
section  7  of  H.R.  7155,  or  is  silent  on  the 


matter  as  is  S.  44,  in  the  form  it  passed 
the  Senate.  There  seems  to  be  no  prece¬ 
dent  for  application  of  the  Federal 
Reclamation  laws  to  the  service  area  of  a 
State-constructed  storage  facility. 

Surplus  crops  will  not  be  a  particular 
problem  so  far  as  the  San  Luis  unit  is 
concerned.  Consider  these  factors :  The 
land  is  of  high  quality — more  than  85 
percent  is  classified  in  class  1  and  2.  The 
growing  season  is  long — over  250  days. 
Farms  in  the  Federal  service  area  will  be 
of  reduced  size,  as  required  by  reclama¬ 
tion  law.  More  and  better  quality  of 
water  will  be  provided  by  the  new 
storage.  Because  of  all  these  factors, 
crops  will  be  grown  which  are  generally 
not  surplus  to  the  Nation’s  needs.  Also, 
these  same  basic  conditions  will  make 
this  an  extremely  versatile  agricultural 
area,  responsive  to  shifts  in  demand  for 
agricultural  products.  Should  some  par¬ 
ticular  crop  encounter  marketing  diffi¬ 
culties,  it  would  be  easy  for  the  San  Luis 
area  farmers  to  shift  to  a  more  profit¬ 
able  crop  which  is  not  in  surplus. 

The  expected  crops  from  the  San  Luis 
project  area  include:  Truck  crops  88,000 
acres;  deciduous  fruits  and  grapes,  22,000 
acres;  miscellaneous  field  crops,  66,000 
acres;  alfalfa,  88,000  acres;  irrigated  pas¬ 
ture,  44,000  acres;  long  staple  cotton, 
132,000  acres,  and  grain  and  hay,  44,000 
acres.  With  the  project  development, 
there  would  be  a  drastic  reduction  in  the 
162,000  acres  of  grain  and  hay  now 
grown  in  the  area. 

When  the  question  of  surplus  crops  is 
raised,  an  accusing  finger  is  generally 
pointed  at  the  cotton  which  would  be 
grown  in  the  San  Luis  unit  area.  In  this 
regard,  however,  it  should  be  remem¬ 
bered  that  California-grown  cotton  is  of 
the  long-staple  variety.  This  is  high 
quality  cotton  and  there  is  a  demand  for 
it  in  this  country.  Thus,  it  does  not  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  surplus  problem  in  short- 
staple  cotton.  Furthermore,  efficient 
production  methods  and  irrigation  en¬ 
able  the  farmer's  in  California  to  grow 
this  better  quality  cotton  at  a  low  cost 
per  acre.  Considering  the  competition 
that  cotton  is  meeting  from  imports  and 
man-made  fibers,  the  welfare  of  the  do¬ 
mestic  cotton  industry  depends  on  low¬ 
ering  the  cost  of  cotton  by  increasing 
quality  and  instituting  more  efficient 
methods  of  production,  such  as  you 
would  have  in  the  San  Luis  area. 

(Mr.  WILSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  SISK.  Actually,  the  facilities  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  language  which  the 
gentleman  proposes  to  strike  out  here 
has  absolutely  nothing  to  do  with  the 
State  project.  There  is  not  any  part  of 
the  State  project  involved  in  this  distri¬ 
bution  system.  This  is  a  distribution 
system  for  a  Federal  project,  and  wheth¬ 
er  or  not  the  people  decide  to  contract 
with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  under 
the  normal  procedure  to  construct  the 
distribution  system  or  decide  under  a 
bond  issue  or  by  some  other  method  to 
construct,  it  is  still  part  of  the  Federal 
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project.  Of  course,  it  is  covered  by  the 
reclamation  law  and  has  no  part  of  the 
State  project  and  no  application  to  any¬ 
thing  at  all  that  has  to  do  with  the  State 
project.  I  believe  my  colleague  will  agree 
with  me  on  that. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Let  me  ask  my  col¬ 
league,  the  author  of  the  bill,  then  if  that 
is  the  case — are  you  willing  to  go  back 
to  section  8  and  strike  out  the  words 
“other  than  distribution  system”  and  in¬ 
sert  the  sum  of  $482  million,  because  that 
is  what  it  becomes? 

Mr.  SISK.  So  far  as  I  know,  the  state¬ 
ment  by  the  gentleman  that  the  distribu¬ 
tion  facilities  have  always  beeii  included 
in  the  total  amount  of  money  author¬ 
ized,  that  is  not  my  understanding.  The 
gentleman  may  be  right.  It  is  my  un¬ 
derstanding  that  the  normal  language  in 
these  various  projects  which  we  have  au¬ 
thorized — and  the  gentleman  has  been  on 
the  committee,  of  course,  longer  than  I 
have — but  it  is  my  understanding  that  is 
the  normal  language  we  have  always 
used  in  projects  authorized  in  the  6  years 
that  I  have  been  on  the  committee. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  And  the  Central  Val¬ 
ley  project  and  the  Central  Valley  dis¬ 
tribution  system  have  all,  or  almost  all, 
been  built  by  the  Federal  Government. 
In  this  case,  this  language  which  is  in 
the  bill  authorizes  $192  million  more. 
What  my  amendment  does  is  to  tell  the 
people  of  the  area  that  if  they  want  the 
Federal  Government  to  build  a  distribu¬ 
tion  system,  then  they  have  to  come  back 
here  again  and  get  a  further  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
further  to  my  colleague  from  California. 

Mr.  SISK.  Let  me  say  there  are  a 
good  many  of  the  systems  which  were 
not  built  on  money  furnished  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  but  were  built  on  their 
own.  On  the  other  hand,  many  have 
been  built  under  the  terms  of  this  type 
of  language. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  And  a  great  deal  of  the 
trouble  in  the  Central  Valley  has  grown 
out  of  the  distribution  system  that  the 
Federal  Government  built. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Aspinall:  On 
page  12,  line  23,  after  the  word  “interests”, 
insert  “but  not  to  exceed  in  total  cost  the 
sum  of  $192,650,000”. 

And  on  page  12,  line  23,  change  period  (.) 
to  colon  ( : )  and  add  “ Provided ,  That  no 
funds  shall  be  appropriated  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  distribution  systems  and  drains  prior 
to  ninety  calendar  days  (which  ninety  days, 
however,  shall  not  include  days  on  which 
either  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the 
Senate  is  not  in  session  because  of  an  ad¬ 
journment  of  more  than  three  calendar  days 
to  a  day  certain)  after  a  contract  has  been 
submitted  to  the  Congress  calling  for  com¬ 
plete  repayment  of  the  costs  of  such  distri¬ 
bution  systems  and  drains  within  a  period 
of  forty  years  from  the  date  such  works  are 
placed  in  service.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinall]  is  recog¬ 
nized  in  support  of  his  amendment. 


(Mr.  ASPINALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I, 
too,  have  been  somewhat  alarmed  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  we  did  not  come 
out  and  expressly  state  in  this  legisla¬ 
tion  the  amount  that  should  be  author¬ 
ized  as  the  cost  of  the  possible  drainage 
and  distribution  installations.  My 
amendment  states  that  any  contracts 
for  this  contemplated  construction  shall 
be  placed  with  the  Congress  so  that  they 
can  be  reviewed  so  that  they  will  con¬ 
form  to  the  procedures  that  we  usually 
follow  in  such  matters.  The  reason  for 
this  provision  is,  that  all  authorizations 
for  reclamation  projects  do  not  carry 
this  provision.  Some  projects  do  not 
necessitate  the  building  of  drainage  and 
distribution  facilities.  In  California  it 
so  happens  that  a  large  part  of  the 
drainage  and  distribution  facilities  have 
been  built  by  the  local  irrigation  districts 
themselves.  It  is  contemplated  that 
such  facilities  will  be  constructed  by  the 
local  districts  in  this  particular  project. 

We  have  on  certain  occasions  author^ 
ized  separately  certain  distribution  sys¬ 
tems  for  California  projects.  However, 
in  the  planning  and  distribution  of  such 
projects  at  the  San  Luis  project  it  is  so 
much  more  practical,  so  much  more 
feasible,  so  much  more  economical  to 
plan  for  all  the  different  construction 
facilities  which  are  necessary.  If  it 
is  found  at  the  time  of  the  primary  con¬ 
struction  that  the  drainage  and  distri¬ 
bution  facilities,  which  mean  so  much 
to  the  success  of  the  project,  cannot  be 
constructed  by  the  local  interests,  then 
those  facilities  should  be  a  part  of  the 
whole  project  and  should  be  built  by  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  cost  thereof 
should  be  returned  by  the  users  to  the 
Federal  Government.  That  is  what  my 
amendment  provides.  I  think  that  it  is 
a  perfectly  feasible  way  to  take  care  of 
the  situation.  My  amendment  shows 
what  the  possible  cost  of  this  project  may 
be.  Remember  that  99.99  percent  of 
this  project  is  repayable  to  the  Federal 
Government.  This  does  not  provide  for 
a  10-year  development  period  for  these 
distribution  and  drainage  facilities. 
This  provides  that  as  soon  as  they  are 
in  shape  to  be  put  into  operation  the 
payments  shall  start. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BOW.  I  think  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  is  a  good  one  and  brings  it 
out  where  we  can  see  what  these  costs 
actually  will  be. 

Would  the  gentleman  explain  why  the 
operation  and  maintenance  is  in  this 
bill  when,  in  answer  to  an  inquiry  which 
I  made  yesterday  of  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Sisk]  he  said  no  opera¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  money  would  be 
used. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Well,  the  operation 
and  maintenance  funds  are  provided  an¬ 
nually  by  the  great  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations.  These  funds  are  payable 
annually.  Sometimes  they  are  paid  be¬ 
fore  the  start  of  the  irrigation  system. 
At  other  times  they  may  be  delayed  until 
later  in  the  season.  But  in  order  to 


keep  these  authorizations  from  coming 
back  to  Congress  from  time  to  time  we 
have  used  this  language.  It  permits  the 
great  Committee  on  Appropriations  to 
continue  its  control  and  authority  over 
this  portion  of  the  reclamation  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinall] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  happy  to  join  the 
chairman  of  the  House  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  Committee  in  support  of 
his  substitute  amendment,  because  this 
actually  places  in  the  bill  the  actual  cost 
of  the  project,  $482  million.  I  think  the 
Members  of  the  House  who  are  going  to 
vote  on  this  project  ought  to  know  the 
total  amount  in  the  project.  I  think  the 
manner  in  which  it  is  now  placed  is  a 
safeguard  and  that  the  committee 
should  go  along  with  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  once 
again  I  say  it  is  a  great  pleasure  to  work 
with  my  colleague  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Saylor]. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word  and 
take  this  opportunity  to  rise  in  support 
of  the  bill  in  its  present  shape,  and  con¬ 
gratulate  the  members  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  both 
Democrats  and  Republicans,  for  the  very 
careful  and  excellent  manner  in  which 
the  committee  has  always,  during  my 
years  in  this  body,  considered  and 
screened  legislation  coming  before  the 
committee.  The  illustration  of  leader¬ 
ship  on  both  sides,  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinall],  and  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mi\  Saylor]  ,  shows  the  manner  in  which 
they  approach  consideration  of  legisla¬ 
tion  that  comes  before  this  excellent 
committee.  It  shows  the  teamwork,  it 
shows  the  understanding.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  made  a  profound 
speech.  It  was  logical.  Some  of  us  might 
disagree  to  his  amendment,  but  not  to  the 
logic  of  his  reasoning  behind  his  amend¬ 
ment.  The  chairman  of  the  committee 
offers  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute,  but  an  amendment  by  reason 
of  the  parliamentary  situation.  The 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  accepts 
the  amendment.  That  is  the  kind  of 
teamwork  in  committee  which  produces 
the  most  constructive  results. 

This  project  is  a  great  one  that  means 
much  to  the  State  and  people  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  com¬ 
ing  from  Boston,  I  am  interested  in  proj¬ 
ects  all  over  the  country.  I  do  not  feel 
because  I  come  from  Boston  I  should 
vote  against  a  project  that  is  going  to 
marshal  the  natural  resources  of  any 
section  of  our  country  in  the  service 
of  the  people  of  that  section  and  indi¬ 
rectly  the  people  of  the  entire  country 
simply  because  it  involves  appropriations 
where  other  sections  of  the  country  might 
primarily  benefit.  I  have  voted  for  all 
these  projects  over  the  years.  This  is  an¬ 
other  project.  It  is  in  the  best  interests 
of  our  country.  It  is  going  to  mean  a 
great  deal  to  the  people  of  California, 
and  I  am  supporting  the  bill,  but  I  par¬ 
ticularly  wanted  to  take  the  floor  to  call 
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to  the  attention  of  the  House  this  fine 
teamwork  and  understanding  that  ex¬ 
ists  in  the  committee  and  to  congratulate 
both  the  Democratic  and  Republican 
members  of  the  committee  for  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  they  have  approached  the 
consideration  of  this  bill  in  committee 
and  on  the  floor,  and  the  manner  in 
which  they  approach  the  consideration  of 
all  bills  referred  to  their  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Does  not  the  vote 
recur  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania?  Or  will 
he  withdraw  his  amendment? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  California  being  in 
the  nature  of  a  perfecting  amendment, 
the  motion  to  strike  out  the  paragraph 
falls. 

If  there  are  no  further  amendments, 
under  the  rule  the  Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair 
Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas,  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union,  reported  that 
that  Committee,  having  had  under  con¬ 
sideration  the  bill  (H.R.  7155)  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of 
California  with  respect  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for 
other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House  Reso¬ 
lution  514,  he  reported  the  same  back  to 
the  House  with  sundry  amendments 
adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  de¬ 
mand  a  separate  vote  on  the  so-called 
Ullman  amendment. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote 
demanded  on  any  other  amendment? 
If  not,  the  Chair  will  put  them  en 
gross. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  amendment  on  which  a  sepa¬ 
rate  vote  has  been  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

On  page  11,  line  22,  strike  out  lines  23 
and  24,  and  on  page  12  strike  out  lines  1 
through  5. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  214,  nays  181,  answered 
“present”  1,  not  voting  38,  as  follows: 


Abernethy 

Addonizio 

Albert 

Alford 

Anderson, 

Mont. 


[Roll  No.  951 
YEAS— 214 


Anfuso 

Ashley 

Bailey 

Barr 

Barrett 

Bass,  Tenn. 


Beckworth 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Blatnlk 

Boggs 

Boland 

Bolling 


Bowles 

Boykin 

Brademas 

Breeding 

Brock 

Brooks,  La. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Brown,  Ga. 

Brown,  Mo. 

Burdick 

Burke,  Ky. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Burleson 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Carnahan 

Casey 

Celler 

Clark 

Coad 

Coffin 

Coheffin 

Cook 

Cooley 

Daddario 

Daniels 

Dawson 

Delaney 

Dent 

Denton 

Dingell 

Donohue 

Doyle 

Dulski 

Edmondson 

Everett 

Evins 

Fallon 

Farbstein 

Fascell 

Feiglian 

Fisher 

Flood 

Flynn 

Flynt 

Fogarty 

Foley 

Frledel 

Garmatz 

George 

Giaimo 

Granahan 

Gray 

Green,  Pa. 
Griffiths 
Gross 
Halpern 
Hargis 


Holtzman 

Huddleston 

Hull 

Xkard 

Inouye 

Irwin 

Jarman 

Jennings 

Johnson,  Calif 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Karsten 

Karth 

Kasem 

Kastenmeier 

Kee 

Kelly 

Keogh 

Kilday 

Kilgore 

King,  Calif. 

King,  Utah 

Kirwan 

Kluczynski 

Kowalski 

Lane 

Lesinski 

Levering 

Libonati 

McCormack 

McDowell 

McFall 

McGinley 

McGovern 

Macdonald 

Machrowicz 

Mack 

Madden 

Magnuson 

Mahon 

Marshall 

Matthews 

Metcalf 

Meyer 

Miller,  Clem 
Miller, 

George,  P. 
Mills 
Mitchell 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Montoya 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morris,  N.  Mex. 
Morrison 
Moss 


Harmon 

Moulder 

Harris 

Murphy 

Hays 

Natcher 

Healey 

Nix 

Hechler 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Herlong 

O’Brien.  N.Y. 

Hogan 

O'Hara,  Ill. 

Hollfield 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Holland 

O’Konski 

NAYS— 181 

Abbitt 

Chiperfield 

Adair 

Church 

Alger 

Collier 

Andersen, 

Colmer 

Minn. 

Conte 

Andrews 

Corbett 

Arends 

Cramer 

Ashmore 

Cunningham 

Auchincloss 

Curtin 

Avery 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Ayres 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Baker 

Dague 

Baldwin 

Davis,  Ga. 

Barry 

Derounlan 

Bass,  N.H. 

Derwinski 

Bates 

Devine 

Baumhart 

Dixon 

Becker 

Dooley 

Belcher 

Dorn,  N.Y. 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Dorn,  S.C. 

Bentley 

Dowdy 

Berry 

Downing 

Betts 

Dwyer 

Bolton 

Elliott,  Pa. 

Bosch 

Fenton 

Bow 

Fino 

Bray 

Ford 

Broomfield 

Forrester 

Brown,  Ohio 

Fountain 

Broyhill 

Fraizer 

Budge 

Frelinghuysen 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Fulton 

Cahill 

Gary 

Canfield 

Gathings 

Cannon 

Gavin 

Cederberg 

Glenn 

Chamberlain 

Goodell 

Chenoweth 

Grant 

O’Neill 

Oliver 

Passman 

Patman 

Perkins 

Pfost 

Philbin 

Pilcher 

Poage 

Porter 

Powell 

Preston 

Price 

Prokop 

Pucinski 

Quigley 

Rabaut 

Rains 

Randall 

Reuss 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Roberts 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Rooney 

Roosevelt 

Rostenkowski 

Roush 

Rutherford 

Saund 

Selden 

Shelley 

Shipley 

Sisk 

Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 

Smith,  Miss. 

Spence 

Staggers 

Steed 

Stratton 

Stubblefield 

Sullivan 

Teller 

Thompson,  N.J. 
Thompson,  Tex. 
Thornberry 
Toll 

Trimble 

Udall 

Ullman 

Vanik 

Vinson 

Wampler 

Watts 

Wier 

Willis 

Wolf 

Wright 

Yates 

Young 

Zablocki 

Zelenko 


Griffin 

Gubser 

Hagen 

Haley 

Halleck 

Hardy 

Harrison 

Hemphill 

Henderson 

Hess 

Hiestand 

Hoeven 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Holt 

Horan 

Hosmer 

Jensen 

Johansen 

Johnson,  Md. 

Jonas 

Jones,  Mo. 

Judd 

Kearns 

Keith 

Kitchin 

Knox 

Kyi 

Lafore 

Laird 

Langen 

Latta 

Lennon 

Lindsay 

Lipscomb 

Loser 

McCulloch 

McDonough 


Mclntire 

Poff 

Springer 

McSween 

Quie 

Taber 

Mailliard 

Ray 

Teague,  Calif. 

Martin 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Mason 

Rees,  Kans. 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

May 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Tollefson 

Meader 

Riehlman 

Tuck 

Merrow 

Riley 

Utt 

Michel 

Rivers,  S.  C. 

Van  Pelt 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Robison 

Van  Zandt 

Milliken 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Wallhauser 

Minshall 

St.  George 

Weaver 

Moore 

Saylor 

Weis 

Mumma 

Schenck 

Westland 

Murray 

Scherer 

Wharton 

Nelsen 

Schneebeli 

Whitener 

Norblad 

Schwengel 

•  Whitten 

Norrell 

Sheppard 

Widnall 

Osmers 

Siler 

Wilson 

Ostertag 

Simpson 

Winstead 

Pelly 

Smith,  Calif. 

Withrow 

Pirnie 

Smith,  Va. 

Younger 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT” — 1 


Aspinall 


NOT  VOTING— 38 


Alexander 

Forand 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Allen 

Gallagher 

Santangelo 

Barden 

Gilbert 

Scott 

Baring 

Green,  Oreg. 

Short 

Blitch 

Hebert 

Sikes 

B.onner 

Jackson 

Smith,  Kans. 

Brewster 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Taylor 

Buckley 

Kilburn 

Thomas 

Chelf 

Landrum 

Thompson,  La. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Lankford 

Wainwright 

Diggs 

McMillan 

Walter 

Durham 

Morris.  Okla. 

Williams 

Elliott,  Ala. 

Pillion 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Colorado  for,  with  Mr.  As¬ 
pinall  against. 

Mr.  Hebert  for,  with  Mr.  Allen  against. 

Mr.  Buckley  for,  with  Mr.  Short  against. 

Mr.  Rogers  of  Texas  for,  with  Mr.  Taylor 
against. 

Mr.  Sikes  for,  with  Mr.  Pillion  against. 

Mr.  Santangelo  for,  with  Mr.  Kilburn 
against. 

Mr.  Brewster  for,  with  Mr.  Jackson  against. 

Mr.  Gilbert  for,  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Kansas 
against. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  for,  with  Mr. 
Wainwright  against. 

Mr.  Walter  for,  with  Mr.  Williams  against. 

Mrs.  Green  of  Oregon  for,  with  Mr.  Barden 
against. 

Mr.  Diggs  for,  with  Mr.  Scott  against. 

Mr.  Baring  for,  with  Mr.  Alexander  against. 

Mr.  Davis  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Millan  against. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  changed  his 
vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the 
rollcall  I  voted  “no.”  I  have  a  live  pair 
with  the  gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Johnson]  .  If  he  were  present,  he  would 
vote  “yea.”  I,  therefore,  ask  to  be  re¬ 
corded  as  voting  “present.” 

Mr.  WILSON  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  MERROW  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  UTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit  which  is  at  the  Clerk’s 
desk. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 
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Mr.  UTT.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Utt  moves  to  recommit  the  bill,  H.R 
7155,  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insu¬ 
lar  Affairs. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mi-.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  44)  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  with  respect  to  the  construction 
and  operation  of  such  unit,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  is  a  bill  similar  to  the 
one  just  passed  by  the  House. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  bill  is  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

Section-  1.  (a)  That  for  the  principal  pur¬ 
pose  of  furnishing  water  for  the  irrigation 
of  approximately  five  hundred  thousand 
acres  of  land  in  Merced,  Fresno,  and  Kings 
Counties,  California,  hereinafter  referred  to 
as  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area, 
and  as  incidents  thereto  of  furnishing  water 
for  municipal  and  domestic  use  and  provid¬ 
ing  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  benefits, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  Secretary)  is  authorized  to 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  San 
Luis  unit  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Central 
Valley  project.  The  principal  engineering 
features  of  said  unit  shall  be  a  dam  and 
reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  a  fore¬ 
bay  and  afterbay,  the  San  Luis  Canal,  the 
Pleasant  Valley  Canal,  and  necessary  pump¬ 
ing  plants,  distribution  systems,  drains, 
channels,  levees,  flood  works,  and  related 
facilities.  The  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  joint-use  facili¬ 
ties)  for  joint  use  with  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  State) 
shall  be  the  dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near  the 
San  Luis  site,  forebay  and  afterbay,  pump¬ 
ing  plants,  and  the  San  Luis  Canal.  The 
joint-use  facilities  consisting  of  the  dam 
and  reservoir  shall  be  constructed,  and  other 
joint-use  facilities  may  be  constructed  so 
as  to  permit  future  expansion;  or  the  joint- 
use  facilities  shall  be  constructed  initially 
to  the  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both  the 
Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  and  the 
State’s  service  area  as  hereinafter  provided. 
In  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining 
the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  shall  be 
governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
(Act  of  June  17,  1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts 
amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary 
thereto) .  Construction  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  shall  not  be  commenced  until  the  Sec¬ 
retary  has  ( 1 )  secured,  or  has  satisfactory 
assurance  of  his  ability  to  secure  all  rights 
to  the  use  of  water  which  are  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  unit  and  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  this  Act,  and  (2) 
received  satisfactory  assurance  from  the 


State  of  California  that  it  will  make  provi¬ 
sion  for  a  master  drainage  outlet  and  dis¬ 
posal  channel  for  the  San  Joaquin  Valley, 
as  generally  outlined  in  the  California  water 
plan,  Bulletin  Numbered  3,  of  the  California 
Department  of  Water  Resources,  which  will 
adequately  serve,  by  connection  therewith, 
the  drainage  system  for  the  San  Luis  unit 
or  has  made  provision  for  constructing  the 
San  Luis  interceptor  drain  to  the  delta  de¬ 
signed  to  meet  the  drainage  requirements 
of  the  San  Luis  unit  as  generally  outlined  in 
San  Luis  project  report  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  of  May  1955,  as  transmitted  to 
the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
December  17, 1956. 

(b)  No  water  provided  by  the  Federal  San 
Luis  unit  shall  be  delivered  in  the  Federal 
San  Luis  service  area  to  any  water  user  for 
the  production  on  newly  irrigated  lands  of 
any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  de¬ 
fined  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  or  any 
amendment  thereof,  if  the  total  supply  of 
such  commodity  for  the  marketing  year  in 
which  the  bulk  of  the  crop  would  normally 
be  marketed  is  in  excess  of  the  normal  supply 
las  defined  in  section  301(b)  (10)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  calls  for  an  increase  in  production  of 
such  commodity  in  the  interest  of  national 
security. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  United  States,  to  negotiate  and 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of 
California  providing  for  coordinated  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  the 
joint-use  facilities,  in  order  that  the  State 
may,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  de¬ 
liver  water  in  service  areas  outside  the  Fed¬ 
eral  San  Luis  unit  service  area  as  described 
in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Val¬ 
ley  Project,”  dated  December  17,  1956.  The 
Secretary  shall  not  commence  construction 
of  the  San  Luis  unit,  except  for  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  designs  and  specifications  and  other 
preliminary  work,  until  the  execution  of  such 
an  agreement  between  the  United  States  and 
the  State,  but  if  such  an  agreement  has  not 
been  executed  by  January  1,  1962,  and  if, 
after  consultation  with  the  Governor  of  the 
State,  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
prospects  of  reaching  accord  on  the  terms 
thereof  are  not  reasonably  firm,  he  may  pro¬ 
ceed  to  construct  and  operate  the  San  Luis 
unit  in  accordance  with  section  1  of  this  Act: 
Provided,  That,  if  the  Secretary  so  deter¬ 
mines,  he  shall  report  thereon  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  shall  not  commence  construction 
for  ninety  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  his 
report  (which  ninety  days,  however,  shall  not 
include  days  on  which  either  the  House  of 
Representatives  or  the  Senate  is  not  in  ses¬ 
sion  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than 
three  days).  In  considering  the  prospects  of 
reaching  accord  on  the  terms  of  the  agree¬ 
ment  the  Secretary  shall  give  substantial 
weight  to  any  relevant  affirmative  action 
theretofore  taken  by  the  State,  including 
the  enactment  of  State  legislation  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  State  to  acquire  and  convey  to  the 
United  States  title  to  lands  to  be  used  for 
the  San  Luis  unit  or  assistance  given  by  it 
in  financing  Federal  design  and  construction 
of  the  unit.  The  authority  conferred  upon 
the  Secretary  by  the  first  sentence  of  this 
section  shall  not,  except  as  is  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  section,  be  construed  as  a  limi¬ 
tation  upon  the  exercise  by  him  of  the  au¬ 
thority  conferred  in  section  1  of  this  Act,  but 
if  the  State  shall  agree  equitably  to  share  the 
total  cost  of  constructing  the  joint-use  facil¬ 
ities  and  as  a  part  of  its  share  to  make  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Secretary  sufficient  funds  to  pay 
the  additional  cost  of  designing  and  con¬ 
structing  the  joint-use  facilities  so  as  to  per¬ 
mit  enlargement,  it  shall  have  an  irrevocable 
right  to  enlarge  or  modify  such  facilities  at 
any  time  in  the  future,  and  a  perpetual  right 


to  the  use  of  such  additional  capacity;  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  performance  of  such  work  by 
the  State,  after  approval  of  its  plans  by  the 
Secretary,  shall  be  so  carried  on  as  not  to 
interfere  unduly  with  the  operation  of  the 
project  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1 
of  this  Act;  And  provided  further.  That  this 
right  may  be  relinquished  by  the  State  at 
any  time  at  its  option. 

Sec.  3.  The  agreement  between  the  United 
States  and  the  State  referred  to  in  section 
2  of  this  Act  shall  provide,  among  other 
things,  that — 

(a)  the  joint  use  facilities  to  be  con¬ 
structed  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  so  de¬ 
signed  and  constructed  to  such  capacities 
and  in  such  manner  as  to  permit  either  (i) 
immediate  integration  and  coordinated  op¬ 
eration  with  the  State’s  water  projects  by 
providing,  among  other  things,  a  capacity  in 
San  Luis  Reservoir  of  approximately  two 
million  one  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  and 
corresponding  capacities  in  the  other  joint- 
use  facilities  or  (ii)  such  subsequent  enlarge¬ 
ment  or  other  modification  as  may  be  re¬ 
quired  for  integration  and  coordinated  oper¬ 
ation  therewith; 

(b)  the  State  shall  make  available  to  the 
Secretary  during  the  construction  period 
sufficient  funds  to  pay  an  equitable  share  of 
the  construction  costs  of  any  facilities  de¬ 
signed  and  constructed  as  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)  above.  The  State  contribution 
shall  be  made  in  annual  installments,  each 
of  which  bears  approximately  the  same  ratio 
to  total  expenditures  during  that  year  as  the 
total  of  the  State’s  share  bears  to  the  total 
cost  of  the  facilities;  the  State  may  make  ad¬ 
vances  to  the  United  States  in  order  to 
maintain  a  timely  construction  schedule  cxf 
the  joint-use  facilities  and  the  works  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  to  be  used  by  the  State  and 
the  United  States; 

(c)  the  State  may  at  any  time  after  ap¬ 
proval  of  its  plans  by  the  Secretary  and  at 
its  own  expense  enlarge  or  modify  San  Luis 
Dam  and  Reservoir  and  other  facilities  to 
be  used  jointly  by  the  State  and  the  United 
States,  but  the  performance  of  such  work 
shall  be  so  carried  on  as  not  to  interfere 
unduly  with  the  operation  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1 
of  this  Act; 

(d)  the  United  States  and  the  State  shall 
each  pay  annually  an  equitable  share  of  the 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement 
costs  of  the  joint-use  facilities; 

(e)  promptly  after  execution  of  this  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  Secretary  and  the  State, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  said  agreement,  the 
State  shall  convey  to  the  United  States  title 
to  any  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
which  it  then  owns  and  which  are  required 
for  the  joint-use  facilities.  The  State  shall 
be  given  credit  for  the  costs  of  these  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way  toward  its  share 
of  the  construction  costs  of  the  joint-use 
facilities.  The  State  shall  likewise  be  given 
credit  for  any  funds  advanced  by  it  to  the 
Secretary  for  preparation  of  designs  and 
specifications  or  for  any  other  work  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Joint-use  facilities; 

(f)  the  rights  to  the  use  of  capacities  of 
the  joint-use  facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
shall  be  allocated  to  the  United  States  and 
the  State,  respectively,  in  such  manner  as 
may  be  mutually  agreed  upon.  The  United 
States  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise 
of  its  right  so  allocated,  which  shall  be  suffi¬ 
cient  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  1 
of  this  Act  and  which  shall  extend  through¬ 
out  the  repayment  period  and  so  long  there¬ 
after  as  title  to  the  works  remains  in  the 
United  States.  The  State  shall  not  be  re¬ 
stricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  allocated  right 
to  the  use  of  the  capacities  of  the  joint-use 
facilities  for  water  service  outside  the  Fed¬ 
eral  San  Luis  unit  service  area; 

(g)  the  Secretary  may  turn  over  to  the 
State  the  care,  operation,  and  maintenance 
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of  any  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  which  are 
used  jointly  by  the  United  States  and  the 
State  at  such  time  and  under  such  conditions 
as  shall  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  and 
the  State;  * 

(h)  notwithstanding  transfer  of  title  or 
of  the  care,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
any  works  to  the  State,  as  hereinbefore  pro¬ 
vided,  any  organization  which  has  thereto¬ 
fore  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  United 
States  under  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of 
1939  for  a  water  supply  through  the  works 
of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  joint-use  fa¬ 
cilities,  shall  continue  to  have  and  to  enjoy 
the  same  rights  which  it  would  have  had 
under  its  contract  with  the  United  States  and 
the  provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  of  section  1 
of  the  Act  of  July  2,  1956  (70  Stat.  483;  43 
U.S.C.  485h— 1),  in  the  absence  of  such  trans¬ 
fer,  and  its  enjoyment  of  such  rights  shall 
be  without  added  cost  or  other  detriment 
arising  from  such  transfer; 

(i)  if  a  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the 
preservation  and  propagation  of  fish  and 
wildlife  has  been  made  as  provided  in  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946  (60  Stat. 
1080;  16  U.S.C.  662),  as  amended,  the  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  unit  to  which  such  allocation 
is  attributable  shall,  notwithstanding  trans¬ 
fer  of  title  or  of  the  care,  operation,  and 
maintenance  to  the  State,  be  operated  and 
maintained  in  such  wise  as  to  retain  the 
bases  upon  which  such  allocation  is  pre¬ 
mised  and,  upon  failure  so  to  operate  and 
maintain  those  features,  the  amount  allo¬ 
cated  thereto  shall  become  a  reimbursable 
cost  to  be  paid  by  the  State. 

Sec.  4.  In  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  a  drainage  system  for  the  San 
Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
permit  the  use  thereof  by  other  parties  under 
contract  conforming  generally  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  with 
respect  to  irrigation  repayment  or  service 
contracts  and  is  further  authorized  to  enter 
into  agreements  and  participate  in  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  drainage  facilities  de¬ 
signed  to  serve  the  general  area  of  which  the 
lands  to  be  served  by  the  San  Luis  unit  are 
a  part,  to  the  extent  the  works  authorized 
in  section  1  of  this  Act  contribute  to  drain 
age  requirements  of  said  area.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  is  also  authorized  to  permit  the  use  of 
the  irrigation  facilities  of  the  Ban  Luis  unit, 
including  its  facilities  for  supplying  pump¬ 
ing  energy,  under  contracts  entered  into  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  February  21, 
1911  (36  Stat.  925,  43  U.S.C.  523). 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  San  Luis  unit,  to  construct 
minimum  basic  public  recreational  facilities 
and  to  arrange  for  the  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  same  by  the  State  or  an  appro¬ 
priate  local  agency  or  organization.  The 
cost  of  such  facilities  shall  be  nonreturnable 
and  nonreimbursable  under  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pro¬ 
vide  Central  Valley  project  service,  by  way  of 
the  Pacheco  Tunnel  route,  to  lands  and  mu¬ 
nicipalities  in  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa 
Cruz,  and  Monterey  Counties :  Provided,  That 
construction  of  the  works  to  provide  such 
service  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  a  re¬ 
port  demonstrating  their  physical  and  eco¬ 
nomic  feasibility  has  been  completed,  re¬ 
viewed  by  the  State,  and  approved  by  the 
Secretary  and  by  the  Congress,  and  in  no 
event  prior  to  July  1,  1964,  unless,  in  the 
meantime,  the  Governor  of  the  State  of 
California  shall  have  notified  the  Secretary 
that  the  State  approves  the  construction  of 
such  works  by  the  United  States. 

Sec.  7.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  construction  of  the  works 
of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  joint  use  fa¬ 
cilities,  authorized  by  this  Act,  other  than 
distribution  systems  and  drains,  the  sum  of 
$290,430,000,  plus  such  additional  amount, 
if  any,  as  may  be  required  by  reason  of 
changes  in  costs  of  construction  of  the  types 
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involved  in  the  San  Luis  unit  as  shown  by 
engineering  indexes.  There  are  also  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition 
thereto,  such  amounts  as  are  required  (a) 
for  construction  of  such  distribution  systems 
and  drains  as  are  not  constructed  by  local 
interests,  and  (b)  for  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  unit.  All  moneys  received  by 
the  Secretary  from  the  State  under  this  Act 
shall  be  covered  into  the  same  accounts  as 
moneys  appropriated  hereunder  and  shall  be 
available,  without  further  appropriation,  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
of  the  bill  S.  44,  and  substitute  therefor 
the  language  in  the  bill  H.R.  7155  as 
passed  by  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinall I, 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is 
the  passage  of  the  Senate  bill, 
amended. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  f 
third  time,  was  read  the  third  trfne,  and] 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was' 
laid  on  the  table. 

v  A  similar  House  bill,  H.R.  7155,  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


on 

as 


clause  (7)  on 


2  the  follov 


“(8)  involving /he  activities  and 
of  interstate  compacts; 


[ng  clause: 
derations 


ECONOMIC  AND  SOCIAL  DEVI 
1NT  IN  RYUKYU  ISLANDS 

Mi/BOLLING,  from  the  Committee  oV 
Rujes,  reported  the  following  resolution' 
Res.  533,  Rept.  No.  1616)  which  was 
if  erred  to  the  House  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  In  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
1157)  to  provide  for  promotion  of  economic 
and  social  development  in  the  Ryukyu 
Islands.  After  general  debate,  which  shall 
be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue 
not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  di¬ 
vided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services,  the  bill  shall  be  read 
for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule. 
At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 


AUTHORIZING  A  PAYMENT  TO  THE 
GOVERNMENT  OF  JAPAN 

Mr.  BOLLING,  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution 


(H.  Res.  532,  Rept.  No.  1615)  which  Was 
referred  to  the  House  Calendar  an $  or¬ 
dered  to  be  printed : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoptio/  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  rhove  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the/Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  /tate  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  ax  the  bill  (S. 
2130)  to  authorize  a  payment  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  Japan.  Aftejr  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined/ to  the  bill,  and 
shall  continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to 
be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  foreign  Affairs,  the  bill 
shall  be  read  toy'  amendment  under  the 
five-minute  rule/  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shAll  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  /th  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill 
and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 


witho 

tion 


intervening  motion  except  one  mo- 
i  recommit. 


AMENDING  koUSE  RESOLUTION  27, 
86TPI  CONGRESS 

Mr.  BOLLINGgteom  the  Qefmmittee  on 
Rules,  reported  th\  following  resolution 
(H.  Res.  530,  Rept.  No.  1/13)  which  was 
referred  to  the  Hou\q/  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed : 

Resolved,  That  H.  /es.\27,  Eighty-sixth 
Congress,  is  amende/  by  striking  out  the 
period  at  the  end  eft  clause  Yr)  on  page  2 
and  inserting  “;  a/ftl”  and  by  inserting  after 


PROVIDING  FOR  COMPREHENSIVE 
/  OPERATION  OF  HYDROELECTRIC 
POWER  RESOURCES  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES 

Mr.  BOLLING,  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution 
(H.  Res.  531,  Rept.  No.  1614)  which  was 
referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
7201)  to  provide  for  the  comprehensive  op¬ 
eration  of  hydroelectric  power  resources  of 
the  United  States,  and  for  other  purposes. 
After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  con¬ 
fined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not 
to  exceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  the  bill 
shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  5- 
minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
hill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

FOREIGN  INVESTMENT  INCENTIVE 
TAX  ACT  OF  1960 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  liouse  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  thk  bill  (H.R.  5)  to  amend 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to 
encourage  private,  investment  abroad 
and  thereby  promote  American  indus¬ 
try  and  reduce  Government  expendi¬ 
tures  for  foreign  economic  assistance. 
The  motion  was  agree/ to. 

Accordingly,  the  HouseSresolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  lor  the  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  of  the  b\l  H.R.  5, 
with  Mr.  Natcher  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  fche  bill. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the ''Com¬ 
mittee  rose  on  Tuesday,  March  8,  I960, 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [NJr. 
Boggs]  had  8  minutes  remaining,  ai 
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th\  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Ma- 
soio-had  22  minutes  remaining. 

ThevChair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Mason]. 

Mr.  M/SON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  furtherSrequests  for  time.  * 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Boggs].  \ 

Mr.  BOGGS.  SI  wonder  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinoisswould  reserve  5  min¬ 
utes,  just  in  case  we  need  it  for  purpose 
of  explanation.  \ 

Mr.  MASON.  Yes.xMr.  Chairman,  I 
reserve  all  of  my  20  minutes. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chah’man,  I  yield 
myself  8  minutes.  \ 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  begam,  debate  on 
this  measure  some  weeks  ago\  At  that 
time  certain  objections  were  raised  to 
the  proposed  legislation,  and  na  view 
of  the  fact  that  we  were  debating  the 
bill  under  a  closed  rule  as  reported 
by  the  Rules  Committee,  it  was  felt  that 
the  best  way  to  handle  the  objections 
was  to  reconsider  the  bill  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ways  and  Means  and  adopt, 
if  possible,  committee  amendments 
which  would  meet  the  objections. 

There  were  three  fundamental  objec¬ 
tions:  One  was  that  the  administration 
and  the  Treasury  Department  took  the 
position  that  this  proposed  legislation 
should  be  limited  to  the  so-called  under¬ 
developed  countries. 

The  second  was  that  we  had  written 
In  the  committee  a  so-called  gross-up 
provision,  which  is  a  very  technical  tax 
matter  quite  difficult  to  explain,  but 
nevertheless  we  had  written  it  into  this 
bill  and  had  written  it  in  other  legis¬ 
lation  pending  before  the  committee. 

The  third  had  to  do  with  labor  stand¬ 
ard  conditions  in  the  other  countries  of 
the  world. 

I  think  the  Ways  and  Means  Commit¬ 
tee  has  met  all  of  these  objections.  On 
yesterday  I  incorporated  in  the  Record 
a  comprehensive  statement  setting  forth 
these  committee  amendments,  setting 
forth  the  objections  that  had  been  raised 
some  weeks  ago,  and  our  effort  to  cor¬ 
rect  these  objections. 

In  the  limited  time  available  I  do  not 
propose  to  go  into  these  matters  in 
great  detail,  but  as  soon  as  general  de¬ 
bate  is  over,  which  apparently  will  be  in. 
a  few  minutes,  I  will  offer  the  committee 
amendments,  which  we  are  allowed  ajo 
do  under  the  rule  and  then  will  go  into  a 
general  explanation.  / 

One  of  the  problems  we  had  An  the 
committee  on  so-called  underdeveloped 
areas  was  the  problem  of  defining  these 
areas.  This  was  finally  worked  out  by 
the  Treasury  Department/  working  in 
conjunction  with  the  Sta/i  Department 
and  actually  writing  into  the  proposed 
law  the  so-called  developed  countries. 
I  might  read  these  to/you:  Austria,  Bel¬ 
gium,  Canada,  Denmark,  France,  Ger¬ 
many,  Italy,  Japan;  Luxembourg,  Mon¬ 
aco,  the  Netherlands,  Norway,  Portugal, 
Sweden,  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Northern  Ireland,  and  any 
of  the  countries  within  the  Sino-Soviet 
bloc.  That  fneans  that  the  other  nations 
of  the  world,  including  the  nations  of 
Latin  America,  are  eligible  to  participate 
in  the- tax-preferral  provision  of  this 
proposed  legislation. 


Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAKER.  All  Western  Hemisphere 
nations  are  eligible  with  the  exception 
of  Canada. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  That  is  correct. 

I  might  say  that  with  the  adoption 
of  this  amendment  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  administration  approve  the 
bill  as  written.  I  might  also  say  that 
further  objections  to  the  so-called  de¬ 
veloped  countries  were  raised  by  other 
groups,  such  as  the  AFL-CIO,  and  with 
the  adoption  of  this  amendment  they  too 
have  directed  a  communication  to  the 
committee  approving  the  legislation  as 
drafted. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  would  like  to  cor¬ 
roborate  the  gentleman’s  statement  in 
respect  to  the  position  of  the  Treasury 
''Department.  As  I  understand  it,  in  the 
communication  to  the  chairman  of  the  . 
cohxmittee  they  state :  / 

Wnile  the  labor  standards  amendment  a/a 
lmpor\  restrictions  which  are  already  in /he 
bill  vrould  create  serious  administrative'* 
problems^  the  Treasury  Department  Never¬ 
theless  would  support  the  bill  as  amended. 

Mr.  BOCfiSS.  That  is  corry!t,  and  I 
thank  the  gentleman.  The  Treasury  De¬ 
partment  worked  very  cloydy  with  the 
staff  of  the  Waykand  Means  Committee 
in  drafting  these\amendments  to  the 
bill. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  tosthe  gentleman 
from  Michigan./  \ 

Mr.  O’HAR/yof  Michigan.  NHor  my  in¬ 
formation  and  for  the  information  of 
other  Members  of  the  House,  would  the 
gentlemaiyoe  so  kind  as  to  briefly  explain 
to  the  Members  of  the  House  wha£  ad¬ 
vantage/  would  be  obtained  by  possibly 
choosing  to  come  under  the  provisions# 
it  s/ould  become  law,  as  contrasted, 
with  the  existing  foreign  subsidiary's 
p/bvisions? 

/  Mr.  BOGGS.  The  only  advantage  that 
I  know  of  would  be  that  these  companies 
could  operate  under  the  American  flag. 
The  present  device  that  American  busi¬ 
ness  uses,  of  course,  has  to  do  with  what 
the  gentleman  mentioned  a  minute  ago, 
namely,  the  use  of  foreign-based  corpo¬ 
rations.  Under  this  proposal,  with  the 
exception  of  developed  countries  which 
I  read  a  moment  ago,  an  American  com¬ 
pany  could  use  the  American  flag  in 
these  so-called  undeveloped  countries. 
Of  course,  there  is  some  question  as  to 
how  much  capital  will  be  generated  in 
these  countries  but  it  is  something  that 
we  should  do.  We  should  at  least  give  it 
a  trial. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Would  the 
gentleman  attach  any  significance  to  the 
requirement  under  the  foreign  subsidiary 
act  that  the  taxpayer  is  required  to 
establish  tax  avoidance  as  not  being  one 
of  the  purposes  of  the  creation  of  this 
subsidiary,  and  does  the  fact  we  do  not 
have  a  similar  provision  in  H.R.  5  make 
any  difference? 


Mr.  BOGGS.  H.R.  5  is  much  more  re¬ 
strictive  than  any  foreign  subsidiary 
operations.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  irr  the 
case  of  the  foreign  subsidiary  mere/tecla- 
ration  is  conclusive.  But  we  have  no 
way  that  we  can  look  into  a  corporation 
organized  in  Great  Britain;  Mexico, 
Canada,  or  in  the  Philippine  Islands. 
Under  this  arrangement  Jme  American 
Treasury  Department  /has  complete 
availability  of  the  documents  and  the 
records  of  the  Americ/n  corporation,  so 
that  under  the  arr/ngement  proposed 
here  there  is  the  s/me  control  that  the 
Treasury  Departnmnt  has  over  all  other 
domestic  corporations.  Under  the  for¬ 
eign  subsidiary  there  is  none  of  that. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  TSASLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from /Tennessee. 

Mr  BAKER.  Is  it  not  true  that  under 
ex/sting  law  there  is  no  limitation  upon 
i/e  exports  back  into  this  country  or 
/mports  of  manufactured  articles  abroad, 
but  under  H.R.  5  to  remain  qualified  it 
cannot  exceed  10  percent,  which  is  a 
great  advantage  from  the  standpoint  of 
foreign  competition. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  That  is  true.  The 
gentleman  knows  that  is  true  because  it 
is  his  amendment  which  created  that 
limitation.  That  is  another  restriction 
that  does  not  apply  to  the  foreign  sub¬ 
sidiary  which  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan  referred  to. 

Mr.  BAKER.  On  that  very  point,  that 
was  the  main  source  of  our  opposition 
here,  as  I  got  it,  when  the  bill  was  be¬ 
fore  the  House  previously. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  think  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  to  hte  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  think  this  legislation 
has  been  improved  since  we  considered 
it  reecently,  but  in  reference  to  the  sec¬ 
tion  relating  to  the  activities  of  Ameri¬ 
can  banks  and  their  branch  banking 
activities  in  these  countries,  do  those 
'branch  activities  continue  to  be  exempt 
or  entitled  to  deferred  taxation? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  The  answer  is,  again, 
thaK  this  is  tax  deferral:  not  tax  for¬ 
giveness.  And,  we  do  not  try  to  limit 
it  to  any  particular  type  of  corporation 
that  qualifies  under  the  very  restrictive 
provisions\of  the  language  in  the  Act, 
so  that  if  avbranch  bank  qualifies,  then 
it  is  still  in  tms  legislation. 

Mr.  VANIkX  Well,  as  the  legislation 
now  stands,  tnb  activities  of  branch 
banking  by  AmXican  banks  in  these 
countries  would  stitl  be  subject  to  this 
deferral  privilege  under  this  bill. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  If  tmsw  qualify  under 
the  other  provisions  of  \he  bill,  that  is 
correct.  \ 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  thank  thXgentleman. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  ChairmXr  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  \ 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington.  \ 

Mr.  PELLY.  I  wonder  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  would  inform  me  whether  Cuoa 
is  included  as  one  of  the  underdeveloped 
countries. 
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Senate  committee  reported  bill  tar establish  commissionsto  study  problems  in  rural 

inties.  House  passed  legislative  appropriation  bill.  \  Rep,  Cooley  introduced 

,-gar  bill. 
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SENATE 

RURAL  AREA  COMMISSION.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without 
amendment  S.  31^0,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  a  commission  to  study 
problems  of  srfiall  towns  and  rural  counties  (S.  Rept.  1392).  Sen,\Mundt  urged 
early  consideration  of  the  bill,  and  inserted  several  letters  he  had  received 
supporting it.  pp.  9873-6 

WOOL  IMPORTS;  PROPERTY.  The  Finance  Committee  reported  with  amendment  the  follow¬ 
ing  ^Hills:  p.  9873 

l.  R.  9322,  to  extend  the  existing  suspension  of  duties  on  certain  coars< 
sol  for  3  years,  until  June  30,  1963  ( S •  Rept.  1402). 

H.  R.  9881,  to  extend  the  existing  provisions  of  law  relating  to  the  free 
importation  of  personal  and  household  effects  brought  into  the  U,  S.  un  er 
Government  orders  (S.  Rept.  1403). 


RECLAMATION.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendments  to  S.  44,  to  authorize 

Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the  Centra  a  ey 


project,  Calif.,  and  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  Calif,  with  respect  to  th« 
construction  and  operation  of  the  unit.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President,  pp.  9919-22 


Received  from  Interior  a  report  that  an  adequate  soil  survey  and  land  classi 

fication  has  been  made  of  the  lands  in  the  East  Bench  unit,  Three  Forks  divisi< 
Missouri  River  Basin  project,  Mont,,  and  that  the  lands  to  be  irrigated  are  sus 
ceptible  to  the  production  of  agricultural  crops,  p.  9872 


4. 


LIBRARIES.  Sen.  Stennis  urged  enactment  of  S.  2830,  to  extend  the  Li#rarj 
qLces  Act  for  5  years,  and  commended  the  operation  of  the  program  in  rural 


areas>  particularly  in  Miss.  p.  9899 


5.  PERSONNEL  \  Sen.  Keating  inserted  the  statement  of  Boswell  B.  Perk ins/ be fore  the 
Subcommittee  on  National  Policy  Machinery  discussing  the  13  recommendations  of 
the  special  \ommit\ee  on  the  Federal  conflict  of  interest  laws  oy  the  N.  Y. 

Bar  Association,  pp,  9899-9900 


6.  BANKING;  FINANCE.  'Received  from  Treasury  a  proposed  bill  "t©/ amend  section 

14(b)  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Act,  as  amended,  to  extend  for  2  years  the  author 
ty  of  Federal  Reserve\banks  to  purchase  U.  S.  obligation^  directly  from  the 
Treasury";  to  Banking  at^d  Currency  Committee,  p.  9872 


7.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  the/ Senate  would  vote,  either 


next  Tues.  or  Wed.,  on  the  question  of  overriding  the  President's  veto  of 


S.  722,  the  depressed  areas  brll  (pp,  9871-2).  S6n.  Mansfield  stated  that  he 
expects  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  "will  be  reported  next  week,  and  it 
is  hoped  that  it  can  be  considered  at  an  earl^aate."  He  also  announced  that 
the  calendar  will  be  called  Mon.,  ctmt  the  veto  message  on  the  depressed  areas 
bill  will  be  considered  on  Tues.,  anXthay'S.  2168,  to  authorize  the  serving 
°f  oleomargarine  in  the  Navy,  may  be  t^lc^n  up  early  next  week  (p.  9923)  . 


8.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  May  23.  pp, 


10USE 


9.  LEGISLATIVE  APPROPRIATION  BILL, 
12232.  p.  9933 


l961.  Passed  without  amendment  this  bill,  H.  R, 


10.  CHICORY  IMPORTS.  Agreed  to/the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  9308,  to  extend  until 
June  30,  1963,  the  suspension  of  duty  on  imports  of  cruoe  chicory  and  the  re¬ 
duction  in  duty  on  grou/d  chicory  (pp.  9942-3).  This  bi^  will  now  be  sent 
to  the  President. 


11.  CASEIN  IMPORTS.  Hoj/se  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  9862,  fo  continue  for 
two  years  the  exiting  suspension  of  duties  on  certain  shoe  lathes  and  (as 
amended  by  the  Senate)  casein  (p.  9943).  Senate  conferees  have  nofc^been  ap¬ 
pointed. 


.2,  PUBLIC  WORKS  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Granted  the  Appropriations  Commit 
until  midnight.  May  20,  to  report  on  this  bill.  .  p.  9932 


:ee 


L3.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Rep.  Flood  criticized  the  President's  veto  of  the  depressed 
areas  bill,  calling  the  action  "reactionary"  and  "callous  disregard  of  the  plej 
of  Americans  for  help  to  become  self-supporting."  pp.  9953-4 


/ 
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\ MESSAGE  PROM  THE  HOUSE 


AVnessage  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
readme  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  liad  disagreed  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  9862)  to 
continueVor  2  years  the  existing  suspen¬ 
sion  of  duties  on  certain  lathes  used  for 
shoe  last  roughing  or  for  shoe  last  finish¬ 
ing  ;  asked  a,  conference  with  the  Senate 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  thereof,  and  that  Mr.  Mills,  Mr. 
Forand,  Mr.  king  of  California,  Mr. 
Mason,  and  Mi\  Byrnes  of  Wisconsin 
were  appointed  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  at  the  Conference. 

The  message  als<s  announced  that  the 
House  had.  agreed  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  mil  (H.R.  4029)  to 
amend  the  Internal  \Revenue  Code  of 
1954  to  eliminate  the\proration  of  the 
occupational  tax  on  persons  dealing  in 
machineguns  and  cetrain,  other  firearms, 
to  reduce  occupational \and  transfer 
taxes  on  certain  weapons\to  make  the 
transferor  and  transferee  jointly  liable 
for  the  transfer  tax  on  firearms,  and  to 
make  certain  changes  in  the  definition  of 
a  firearm. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  severally  agreeck  to  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  t^e  fol¬ 
lowing  bills  of  the  House: 

H.R.  6482.  An  act  relating  to  the  credits 
against  the  unemployment  tax  in  the  Vase 
of  merged  corporations; 

H.R.  6779.  An  act  to  amend  section  170\>f 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relatii 
to  the  unlimited  deduction  for  charitabli 
contributions  for  certain  Individuals) ;  and’ 

H.R.  9308.  An  act  to  extend  for  3  years  the 
suspension  of  duty  on  imports  of  crude 
chicory  and  the  reduction  in  duty  on  ground 
chicory. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  a  bill  (H.R.  5)  to 
amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  to  encourage  private  investment 
abroad  and  thereby  promote  American 
industry  and  reduce  Government  expen¬ 
ditures  for  foreign  economic  assistance, 
in  which  it  requested  the  concurrence 
of  the  Senate. 

HOUSE  BILL  REFERRED 

The  bill  (H.R.  5)  to  amend  the  Inter¬ 
nal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  encourage 
private  investment  abroad  and  thereby 
promote  American  industry  and/reduce 
Government  expenditures  fojf  foreign 
economic  assistance,  was  read  twice  by 
its  title  and  referred  to  th/ Committee 
on  Finance. 

RECONNAISSANCE/  SATELLITES 

Mr.  JACKSON.  /Mr.  President,  the 
summit  conf erence/is  over.  Its  collapse 
has  wrecked  anyiiope  of  an  early  thaw¬ 
ing  of  the  cold/war. 

One  thing  isr  already  clear.  Mr.  Khru¬ 
shchev  overplayed  his  hand.  He  left 
Moscow  planning  to  split  the  free  world 
asunder  ;/ne  is  returning  to  Moscow  with 
the  free/world  more  united  than  before. 
His  w/s  the  failure  of  a  mission. 

Jecond  thing  is  clear:  The  unfortu¬ 
nate  U-2  incident  did  not  itself  cause  the 
lapse  of  the  Paris  meeting.  It  was 


merely  the  excuse  Mr.  Khrushchev 
seized  upon  to  torpedo  the  conference. 

I  grant  that  the  Kremlin  leaders,  with 
their  Iron  Curtain  mentality,  may  be 
ultrasensitive  about  incursions  into  the 
air  space  over  the  Soviet  Union.  Yet  Mr. 
Khrushchev’s  treatment  of  the  U-2 
flights  was  cynical  in  the  extreme.  He 
has  tried  to  create  the  impression  that 
an  end  to  the  U-2  flights  would  suffice 
to  end  the  problem  of  aerial  intelligence 
gathering.  He  knows  better.  He  knows 
that  both  his  scientists  and  our  scien¬ 
tists  are  working  around  the  clock  to 
develop  a  reconnaissance  satellite.  The 
time  is  drawing  close  when  the  first 
model  of  such  a  satellite  can  be 
launched. 

Mr.  President,  Senators  are  no  doubt 
familiar  with  the  revolutionary  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  reconnaissance  satellite.  It 
will  be  equipped  with  cameras  of  incred¬ 
ible  precision  and  other  information¬ 
gathering  and  transmitting  instruments. 
As  an  information-gathering  device,  it 
will  ultimately  compare  in  efficiency  to. 


A  still  more  important  point.  Then? 
is  now  growing  reason  to  suspect  thaj/a 
man  may  be  sitting  in  the  Soviet  space¬ 
ship  cil-cling  the  globe  at  this/  very 
minute  and  that  the  Soviets  ma#  very 
shortly  attempt  to  return  thiy  man — 
alive — to  earth. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  our  (fifty  to  build 
the  armaments  needed  for/our  survival. 
But  it  is  also  our  duty  t<ydo  everything 
within  our  power  to  put-the  instruments 
of  science  and  technplogy  under  effec¬ 
tive  international  control.  One  great 
move  in  this  direction  would  be  to  estab¬ 
lish  an  international  program  for  guard¬ 
ing  against  surprise  attacks.  The  re¬ 
connaissance  /satellite  will  give  us  a 
chance  to  start  such  a  program.  Let  us 
seize  that  chance. 


r 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  SAN  LUIS  UNIT, 
CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT,  CALI¬ 
FORNIA 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 


.  - * — * - - - „  ask  that  the  Presiding  Officer  lay  before 

the  U-2  as  a^ modern  jetplane  compares^the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the  House 
a..  tt  i—  .  Representatives  to  S.  44. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
44)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of 
the  Central  Valley  project,  California, 
to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the 
State  of  California  with  respect  to  the 
construction  and  operation  of  such  unit, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  was,  to 
strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert: 

Section  I.  (a)  That  for  the  principal  pur¬ 
pose  of  furnishing  water  for  the  irrigation 
of  approximately  five  hundred  thousand 
acres  of  land  in  Merced,  Fresno,  and  Kings 
Counties,  California,  hereinafter  referred  to 
as  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area,  and 
as  incidents  thereto  of  furnishing  water  for 
municipal  and  domestic  use  and  providing 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  benefits,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  Secretary)  is  authorized  to 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  San 
Luis  unit  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Central 
Valley  project.  The  principal  engineering 
features  of  said  unit  shall  be  a  dam  and 
reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  a 
forebay  and  afterbay,  the  San  Luis  Canal, 
the  Pleasant  Valley  Canal,  and  necessary 
pumping  plants,  distribution  systems,  drains,  - 
channels,  levees,  flood  works,  and  related  fa¬ 
cilities,  but  no  facilities  shall  be  constructed 
for  electric  transmission  or  distribution  serv¬ 
ice  which  the  Secretary  determines,  on  the 
basis  of  an  offer  of  a  firm  fifty-year  contract 
from  a  local  public  or  private  agency,  can 
through  such  contract  be  obtained  at  less 
cost  to  the  Federal  Government  than  by  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  Government  fa¬ 
cilities.  The  works  (hereinafter  referred  to 
as  joint-use  facilities)  for  joint  use  with 
the  State  of  California  (hereinafter  referred 
to  as  the  State)  shall  be  the  dam  and  reser¬ 
voir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  forebay  and 
afterbay,  pumping  plants,  and  the  San  Luis 
Canal.  The  joint-use  facilities  consisting  of 
the  dam  and  reservoir  shall  be  constructed, 
and  other  joint-use  facilities  may  be  con¬ 
structed,  so  as  to  permit  future  expansion; 
or  the  joint-use  facilities  shall  be  constructed 
initially  to  the  capacities  necessary  to  serve 
both  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area 
and  the  State’s  service  area,  as  hereinafter 
provided.  In  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary 
shall  be  governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation 


to  Kitty  Hawk. 

It  will  eventually  be  possible  to  ma 
facture  these  reconnaissance  satefiftes 
in  great  numbers.  Their  orbits/ will 
crisscross  over  every  portion  ft I  the 
earth’s  surface. 

The  reconnaissance  satellite  means 
that  the  age  of  the  Iron  Curtain  is  draw¬ 
ing  to  a  close.  It  will  soon  /o  the  way  of 
the  Great  Wall  of  China. 

What  are  we  going  ib  do  about  it? 
Think  back  15  years  ago,  when  we  first 
grappled  with  the  /political  problems 
^created  by  the  atornic  bomb.  We  took 
the  right  and  pron/r  course.  We  offered, 
subject  to  safeguards  of  elementary  pru¬ 
dence,  to  place/our  atomic  stockpile  un- 
den  United  Nations  stewardship.  Only 
Soviet  intransigence  kept  that  program 
fromNheins/idopted. 

There  is  only  one  military  reason  why 
we  areYieveloping  the  satellite — to  safe¬ 
guard/our  country  and  our  free  world 
parmersVrom  surprise  attack.  We  ask 
ncjGiing  of  other  nations  that  we  are 
>t  willingvto  do  ourselves. 

The  reconnaissance  satellite  now  gives 
our  Nation  another  chance  to  act  as  a 
responsible  member  of  the  world  com 
munity. 

Mr.  President  I  have  written  to  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhowerv  formally  recommend 
ing  that,  subject  to  necessary  safe¬ 
guards,  we  offer  tov  place  our  reconnais¬ 
sance  satellites  at\the  service  of  the 
United  Nations  as  aVart  of  an  interna¬ 
tional  inspection  program  designed  to 
prevent  nuclear  PearlYHarbors  for  any 
nation.  If  accepted,  Rhis  offer  would 
help  to  lay  the  groundwork  for  the 
beginnings  of  an  enforc\able  disarma¬ 
ment  program, 

I  have  also  respectfully  Suggested  to 
the  President  that  we  noA  reappraise 
our  technical  program  for  achieving  the 
first  reconnaissance  satellite,  toward  the 
end  of  getting  it  in  the  sky  at  th\  earliest 
possible  date, 

Mr.  Khrushchev  can  have  no  rational 
objection  to  such  a  move.  After  afi,  the 
Soviet  Union,  with  its  first  sputnik/ was 
the  first  to  fly  over  the  air  space  of  other 
nations. 
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laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902  (32  Stat,  388) ,  and 
Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary 
thereto) .  Construction  of  the  San  Luis 
unit  shall  not  be  commenced  until  the  Sec¬ 
retary  has  (1)  secured,  or  has  satisfactory 
assurance  of  his  ability  to  secure,  all  rights 
to  the  use  of  water  which  are  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  unit  and  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  this  Act,  and  (2) 
received  satisfactory  assurance  from  the 
State  of  California  that  it  will  make  provi¬ 
sion  for  a  master  drainage  outlet  and  disposal 
channel  for  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  as  gen¬ 
erally  outlined  in  the  California  water  plan 
Bulletin  Numbered  3,  of  the  California  De¬ 
partment  of  Water  Resources,  which  will  ade¬ 
quately  serve,  by  connection  therewith,  the 
drainage  system  for  the  San  Luis  unit  or 
has  made  provision  for  constructing  the  San 
Luis  interceptor  drain  to  the  delta  designed 
to  meet  the  drainage  requirements  of  the 
San  Luis  unit  as  generally  outlined  in  the 
report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior; 
entitled  "San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley  Proj¬ 
ect,”  dated  December  17, 1956. 

(b)  No  water  provided  by  the  Federal  San 
Luis  unit  shall  be  delivered  in  the  Federal 
San  Luis  service  area  to  any  water  user  for 
the  production  on  newly  irrigrated  lands 
of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  de¬ 
fined  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  or 
any  amendment  thereof,  if  the  total  supply 
of  such  commodity  as  estimated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  for  the  marketing  year 
in  which  the  bulk  of  the  crop  would  nor¬ 
mally  be  marketed  and  which  will  be  in 
excess  of  the  normal  supply  as  defined  in 
section  301(b)  (10)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  unless 
the  Secretary  calls  for  an  increase  in  pro¬ 
duction  of  such  commodity  in  the  interest 
of  national  security. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  United  States,  to  negotiate  and 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of 
California  providing  for  coordinated  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  the 
joint-use  facilities,  in  order  that  the  State 
may,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  de¬ 
liver  water  in  service  areas  outside  the  Fed¬ 
eral  San  Luis  unit  service  area  as  described 
;in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Val¬ 
ley  Project”,  dated  December  17,  1956.  Said 
agreement  shall  recite  that  the  liability  of 
the  United  States  thereunder  is  contingent 
upon  the  availability  of  appropriations  to 
carry  out  its  obligations  under  the  same. 
No  funds  shall  be  appropriated  to  commence 
construction  of  the  San  Luis  unit  under  any 
such  agreement,  except  for  the  preparation 
of  designs  and  specifications  and  other  pre¬ 
liminary  work,  prior  to  ninety  calendar  days 
!  (which  ninety  days,  however,  shall  not  in¬ 
clude  days  on  which  either  the  House  of 
Representatives  or  the  Senate  is  not  in  ses¬ 
sion  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more 
than  three  calendar  days  to  a  day  certain) 
after  it  has  been  submitted  to  the  Congress, 
and  then  only  if  either  the  House  nor  the 
Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee  has  disapproved  it  by  committee  resolu¬ 
tion  within  said  ninety  days.  If  such  an 
agreement  has  not  been  executed  by  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1962,  and  if,  after  consultation  with 
the  Governor  of  the  State,  the  Secretary  de- 
termines  that  the  prospects  of  reaching  ac¬ 
cord  on  the  terms  thereof  are  not  reason¬ 
ably  firm,  he  may  proceed  to  construct  and 
operate  the  San  Luis  unit  in  accordance  with 
section  1  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That,  if  the 
ISecretary  so  determines,  he  shall  report 
thereon  to  the  Congress  and  shall  not  com¬ 
mence  construction  for  ninety  calendar  days 
from  the  date  of  his  report  (which  ninety 
days,  however,  shall  not  include  days  on 
either  the  House  of  Representatives 
or  the  Senate  is  not  in  session  because  of  an 
adjournment  of  more  than  three  days).  In 
considering  the  prospects  of  reaching  accord 
[on  the  terms  of  the  agreement  the  Secre¬ 


tary  shall  give  substantial  weight  to  any 
relevant  affirmative  action  theretofore  taken 
by  the  State,  including  the  enactment  of 
State  legislation  authorizing  the  State  to 
acquire  and  convey  to  the  United  States 
title  to  lands  to  be  used,  for  the  San  Luis 
unit  or  assistance  given  by  it  in  financing 
Federal  design  and  construction  of  the  unit. 
The  authority  conferred  upon  the  Secretary 
by  the  first  sentence  of  this  section  shall 
not,  except  as  it  otherwise  provided  in  this 
section,  be  construed  as  a  limitation  upon 
the  exercise  by  him  of  the  authority  confer¬ 
red  in  section  1  of  this  Act,  but  if  the  State 
shall  agree  that,  if  it  later  enlarges  the  joint- 
use  facilities,  or  any  of  them,  it  will  pay  an 
equitable  share  of  the  cost  to  the  United 
States  of  those  facilities  as  initially  con¬ 
structed  before  utilizing  them  for  the  stor¬ 
age  or  delivery  of  water  and  will  bear  the 
entire  cost  of  enlarging  the  same  and  if,  as 
a  part  of  said  equitable  share,  it  makes 
;  available  to  the  Secretary  sufficient  funds  to 
pay  the  additional  cost  of  designing  and 
constructing  the  joint-use  facilities  so  as 
to  permit  enlargement,  it  shall  have  an 
irrevocable  right  to  enlarge  or  modify  such 
facilities  at  any  time  in  the  future,  and  a 
perpetual  right  to  the  use  of  such  additional 
capacity:  Provided,  That  the  performance  of 
such  work  by  the  State,  after  approval  of  its 
plans  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  so  carried 
on  as  not  to  interfere  unduly  with  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  project  for  the  purposes  set 
forth  in  section  1  of  this  Act  and  the  use  of 
the  additional  capacity  for  water  service  shall 
be  limited  to  service  outside  of  the  Federal 
San  Luis  unit  service  area:  And  provided 
further,  That  this  right  may  be  relinquished 
by  the  State  at  any  time  at  its  option. 

Sec.  3.  The  agreement  between  the  United 
States  and  the  State  referred  to  in  section 
2  of  this  Act  shall  provide,  among  other 
things,  that — 

(a)  the  joint-use  facilities  to  be  con¬ 

structed  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  so  de¬ 
signed  and  constructed  to  such  capacities 
and  in  such  manner  as  to  permit  either  (i) 
immediate  integration  and  coordinated  oper¬ 
ation  with  the  State’s  water  projects  by  pro¬ 
viding,  among  other  things,  a  capacity  in 
San  Luis  Reservoir  of  approximately  two  mil¬ 
lion  one  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  and 
corresponding  capacities  in  the  other  joint- 
use  facilities  or  (ii)  such  subsequent  en¬ 
largement  or  other  modification  as  may  be 
required  for  integration  and  coordinated 
operation  therewith;  j 

(b)  the  State  shall  make  available  to  the 
Secretary  during  the  construction  period 
sufficient  funds  to  pay  an  equitable  share 
of  the  construction  costs  of  any  facilities 
designed  and  constructed  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (a)  above.  The  State  contribu¬ 
tion  shall  be  made  in  annual  installments, 
each  of  which  bears  approximately  the  same 
ratio  to  total  expenditures  during  that  year 
as  the  total  of  the  State’s  share  bears  to  the 
total  cost  of  the  facilities;  the  State  may 
make  advances  to  the  United  States  in  order 
to  maintain  a  timely  construction  schedule 
of  the  joint-use  facilities  and  the  works  of 
the  San  Luis  unit  to  be  used  by  the  State 
and  the  United  States; 

(c)  the  State  may  at  any  time  after  ap¬ 
proval  of  its  plans  by  the  Secretary  and 
at  its  own  expense  enlarge  or  modify  San 
Luis  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  other  facilities 
to  be  used  jointly  by  the  State  and  the 
United  States,  but  the  performance  of  such 
work  shall  be  so  carried  on  as  not  to  inter¬ 
fere  unduly  with  the  operation  of  the  San 
Luis  unit  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  sec¬ 
tion  1  of  this  Act; 

(d)  the  United  States  and  the  State  shall 
each  pay  annually  an  equitable  share  of  the 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement 
costs  of  the  joint-use  facilities; 

(e)  promptly  after  execution  of  this  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  Secretary  and  the  State, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  said  agreement,  the 


State  shall  convey  to  the  United  States 
title  to  any  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way  which  it  then  owns  and  which  are 
required  for  the  joint-use  facilities.  The 
State  shall  be  given  credit  for  the  costs  of 
these  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
toward  its  share  of  the  construction  cost 
of  the  joint-use  facilities.  The  State  shall 
likewise  be  given  credit  for  any  funds  ad¬ 
vanced  by  it  to  the  Secretary  for  prepara¬ 
tion  of  designs  and  specifications  or  for  any 
other  work  in  connection  with  the  joint-use 
facilities; 

(f)  the  rights  to  the  use  of  capacities  of 
the  joint-use  facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit 
shall  be  allocated  to  the  United  States  and 
the  State,  respectively,  in  such  manner  as 
may  be  mutually  agreed  upon.  The  United 
States  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exer¬ 
cise  of  its  right  so  allocated,  which  shall 
be  sufficient  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
section  1  of  this  Act  and  which  shall  extend 
throughout  the  repayment  period  and  so 
long  thereafter  as  title  to  the  works  re¬ 
mains  in  the  United  States.  The  State  shall 
not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  al¬ 
located  right  to  the  use  of  the  capacities  of 
the  joint-use  facilities  for  water  service  out¬ 
side  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area; 

(g)  the  Secretary  may  turn  over  to  the 
State  the  care,  operation,  and  maintenance 
of  any  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  which 
are  used  jointly  by  the  United  States  and 
the  State  at  such  time  and  under  such  con¬ 
ditions  as  shall  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  the  State; 

(h)  notwithstanding  transfer  of  the  care, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  any  works  to 
the  State,  as  hereinbefore  provided,  any 
organization  which  has  theretofore  entered 
into  a  contract  with  the  United  States  un¬ 
der  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939, 
and  amendments  thereto,  for  a  water  sup¬ 
ply  through  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit, 
including  joint-use  facilities,  shall  continue 
to  be  subject  to  the  same  limitations  and 
obligations  and  to  have  and  to  enjoy  the 
same  rights  which  it  would  have  had  under 
its  contract  with  the  United  States  and  the 
provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  of  section  1 
of  the  Act  of  July  2,  1956  (70  Stat.  483,  43 
U.S.C.  485h-l)  in  the  absence  of  such  trans¬ 
fer,  and  its  enjoyment  of  such  rights  shall 
be  without  added  cost  or  other  detriment 
arising  from  such  transfer; 

(i)  if  a  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the 
preservation  and  propagation  of  fish  and 
wildlife  has  been  made  as  provided  in  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946  (60 
Stat.  1080,  16  U.S.C.  662),  as  amended,  the 
features  of  the  unit  to  which  such  alloca¬ 
tion  is  attributable  shall,  notwithstanding 
transfer  of  the  care,  operation,  and  main¬ 
tenance  to  the  State,  be  operated  and  main¬ 
tained  in  such  wise  as  to  retain  the  bases 
upon  which  such  allocation  is  premised  and, 
upon  failure  so  to  operate  and  maintain 
those  features,  the  amount  allocated  there¬ 
to  shall  become  a  reimbursable  cost  to  be 
paid  by  the  State; 

(j)  the  State  shall  not  serve  any  lands 
within  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service 
area  except  as  such  service  is  required  as  a 
consequence  of  its  acceptance  of  the  care, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  works  under 
paragraph  (g)  of  this  section. 

Sec.  4.  If  the  Secretary  proceeds  to  con¬ 
struct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  San  Luis 
works  under  the  terms  of  section  1  of  this 
Act  solely  as  a  Federal  project,  the  opera¬ 
tion  shall  be  subject  to  the  following  re¬ 
striction:  Whenever  the  chlorides  in  the 
water  at  the  head  of  the  Delta-Mendota 
Canal  exceed  one  hundred  and  fifty  parts 
per  million  during  the  months  of  July, 
August,  or  September,  the  mean  daily  di¬ 
version  from  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin 
Delta  to  San  Luis  unit  via  Tracy  pumping 
plant  and  Delta-Mendota  Canal  as  measured 
at  the  San  Luis  pumping  plant  shall  not 
exceed  the  mean  daily  import  to  the  Sacra¬ 
mento  Valley  from  the  Trinity  project. 
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Sec.  5.  In  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  a  drainage  system  for  the  San 
Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  per¬ 
mit  the  use  thereof  by  other  parties  under 
contracts  the  terms  of  which  are  as  nearly 
similar  as  is  practicable  to  those  required  by 
the  Federal  reclamation  laws  in  the  case  of 
irrigation  repayment  or  service  contracts  and 
is  further  authorized  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  and  participate  in  construction  and 
operation  of  drainage  facilities  designed  to 
serve  the  general  area  of  which  the  lands 
to  be  served  by  the  San  Luis  unit  are  a  part, 
to  the  extent  the  works  authorized  in  section 
1  of  this  Act  contribute  to  drainage  require¬ 
ments  of  said  area.  The  Secretary  is  also 
authorized  to  permit  the  use  of  the  irriga¬ 
tion  facilities  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  includ¬ 
ing  its  facilities  for  supplying  pumping  en¬ 
ergy,  under  contracts  entered  into  pursuant 
to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  February  21,  1911 
(36  Stat.  925;  43  U.S.C.  523) . 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  plan 
the  works  authorized  in  this  Act  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  contemplate  and  make  possible 
the  future  provision  of  Central  Valley  project 
service,  by  way  of  the  Pacheco  Tunnel  route, 
to  lands  and  municipalities  in  Santa  Clara, 
San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey  Coun¬ 
ties  heretofore  anticipated  as  a  possibility 
by  the  Acts  of  October  14,  1949  (63  Stat.  852) 
and  August  27,  1958  (72  Stat.  937).  Con¬ 
struction  of  additional  works  to  provide  such 
service  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  a  report 
demonstrating  their  physical  and  economic 
feasibility  has  been  completed,  reviewed  by 
the  State,  and  approved  by  the  Secretary, 
and  the  works  have  been  authorized  by  Act 
of  Congress. 

Sec.  7.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  San  Luis  unit,  to  construct 
minimum  basic  public  recreational  facilities 
and  to  arrange  for  the  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  same  by  the  State  or  an  ap¬ 
propriate  local  agency  or  organization.  The 
cost  of  such  facilities  shall  be  nonreturnable 
and  nonreimbursable  under  the  Federal  rec¬ 
lamation  laws. 

Sec.  8.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  construction  of  the  works 
of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  joint-use 
facilities,  authorized  by  this  Act,  other  than 
distribution  systems  and  drains,  the  sum  of 
$290,430,000,  plus  such  additional  amount,  if 
any,  as  may  be  required  by  reason  of  changes^ 
in  costs  of  construction  of  the  types  involved 
in  the  San  Luis  unit  as  shown  by  engineering 
indexes.  Said  base  sum  of  $290,430,000  shall, 
however,  be  diminished  to  the  extent  that 
the  State  makes  funds  or  lands  or  interests 
in  land  available  to  the  Secretary  pursuant 
to  sections  2  or  3  of  this  Act  which  decrease 
the  costs  which  would  be  incurred  if  the 
works  authorized  in  section  1  of  this  Act 
(including  provision  for  their  subsequent  ex¬ 
pansion)  were  constructed  solely  as  a  Fed¬ 
eral  project.  There  are  also  authorized  to 
be  appropriated,  in  addition  thereto,  such 
amounts  as  are  required  (a)  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  such  distribution  systems  and  drains 
as  are  not  constructed  by  local  interests,  but 
not  to  exceed  in  total  cost  the  sum  of  $192,- 
650,000,  and  (b)  for'  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  unit:  Provided,  That  no  funds 
shall  be  appropriated  for  construction  of 
distribution  systems  and  drains  prior  to 
ninety  calendar  days  (which  ninety  days, 
however,  shall  not  include  days  on  which 
either  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the 
Senate  is  not  in  session  because  of  an  ad¬ 
journment  of  more  than  three  calendar  days 
to  a  day  certain)  after  a  contract  has  been 
submitted  to  the  Congress  calling  for  com¬ 
plete  repayment  of  the  distribution  systems 
and  drains  within  a  period  of  forty  years 
from  the  date  such  works  are  placed  in 
service.  All  moneys  received  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  from  the  State  under  this  Act  shall  be 
covered  into  the  same  accounts  as  moneys 


appropriated  hereunder  and  shall  Be  avail¬ 
able,  without  further  appropriation,  to  car¬ 
ry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  only  two  or  three  very  short  com¬ 
ments  to  make.  The  Senators  from 
California,  I  am  sure,  will  desire  to  say 
a  few  words  on  this  subj  ect. 

This  is  a  project  which  I  have  per¬ 
sonally  inspected  several  times.  It  is  a 
project  on  which  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  worked  at  great 
length.  The  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation 
and  Reclamation  successfully  recom¬ 
mended  to  the  Senate  favorable  action 
upon  the  bill.  The  bill  was  passed  by  the 
Senate  and  was  sent  to  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

I  am  pleased  the  House  has  taken  the 
action  it  has  taken  upon  the  bill.  I  have 
examined,  I  think  carefully,  all  the  House 
amendments.  If  I  correctly  interpret 
them,  as  I  think  they  should  be  inter¬ 
preted,  I  believe  the  House  has  improved 
the  bill. 

Therefore,  I  now  move  that  the  Senate 
concur  in  the  House  amendment  to  S.  44. 
I  know  the  Senators  from  California  will 
desire  to  express  themselves  upon  this 
motion. 

Mr.  ENGLE  and  Mr.  KUCHEL  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  first  to  the 
junior  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Engle]. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  concur 
wholeheartedly  in  the  statement  made 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico.  I 
agree  that  the  House  work  upon  this 
particular  piece  of  proposed  legislation 
has  improved  it.  It  is  substantially  the 
same  bill  which  passed  the  Senate.  The 
language  is  a  little  different.  I  would  say 
it  is  only  different  in  the  sense  that  it  is 
somewhat  more  precise  than  was  the  lan¬ 
guage  we  passed  in  the  Senate.  As  a 
consequence,  I  agree  it  would  be  proper 
to  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  gone  over  the 
amendments,  as  has  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  and  as  has,  I  believe,  my 
senior  colleague  from  California.  I  am 
sure  my  colleague  agrees  that  the  present 
provisions  of  the  bill  represent  an  im¬ 
provement  rather  than  the  contrary,  and 
that  as  a  consequence  no  good  purpose 
would  be  served  by  going  to  conference. 

I  express  my  appreciation  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson] 
for  his  assistance  in  handling  this  pro¬ 
posed  legislation.  Tlie  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  has  been  the  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and 
Reclamation  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  for  a 
number  of  years.  He  was  the  chairman 
of  that  subcommittee  during  the  time  I 
was  the  chairman  of  the  equivalent  sub¬ 
committee  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives.  He  was  the  chairman  of  that 
subcommittee  during  the  time  I  was  the-, 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on*' 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  at  which 
time  I  had  the  privilege  of  working  with 
the  Senator  on  numerous  western  recla¬ 
mation  projects,  including  the  upper 
Colorado  Basin  project. 

Those  of  us  from  California,  intensely 
interested  as  we  are  in  water  develop¬ 


ment,  are  deeply  grateful  not  only  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  but  also  to  his 
associates  on  the  committee. 

We  are  deeply  grateful  to  the  senior 
Senator  from  California,  who  has  been 
a  splendid  leader  in  the  water  programs 
for  the  Far  West,  and  also  to  the  senior 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray]  . 

Mr.  President,  I  would  not  conclude 
my  remarks  without  saying  that  we  are 
very  grateful  indeed  to  the  chairman  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs,  Representative  Wayne 
Aspinall,  of  Colorado,  who  has  been  a 
constant  friend  of  western  reclamation 
during  many  years.  Representative 
Aspinall  gave  his  tremendous  and  pow¬ 
erful  support  to  this  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  when  it  was  before  the  House. 

Our  California  colleague,  Representa¬ 
tive  B.  F.  Sisk,  who  is  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  with  me  today,  is  the  author 
of  this  proposed  legislation.  To  him  we 
give  great  credit  for  his  effort. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  a  year 
ago  the  Senate  passed  Senate  bill  44, 
introduced  by  my  colleague  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Engle]  and  myself.  It  has 
been  described,  accurately,  I  think,  as 
one  of  the  finest  reclamation  projects 
ever  to  come  before  a  Congress.  I  am 
most  grateful  that  the  House  saw  fit  to 
pass  the  bill  earlier  this  week,  with  some 
amendments  which  I  believe  have  im¬ 
proved  the  bill. 

The  legislation  before  us  envisages  a 
great  storage  reservoir  to  be  constructed 
and  used  jointly  by  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  and  the  Government 
of  California.  It  will  serve  a  Federal 
reclamation  project  on  the  one  hand, 
subject  to  Federal  reclamation  law,  and 
it  will  also  serve  a  State  project,  the 
Feather  River  project,  on  the  other 
hand,  under  State  law.  An  expanded 
area  of  the  Central  Valley  Project,  a 
Federal  reclamation  project,  will  receive 
supplemental  water  in  accordance  with 
Federal  statutes,  and  the  lower  San  Joa¬ 
quin  valley  and  the  parched  areas  of 
southern  California  will  receive  an  addi¬ 
tional  water  supply  under  State  statutes. 

I  have  before  me  a  brief  statement  of 
the  rather  technical  amendments  which 
the  House  made  in  the  bill,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Differences  Between  House-Passed  San 
Luis  Bill  and  S.  44  as  Passed  by  Senate 
(Page  and  line  references  are  to  printing 
of  S.  44,  as  it  was  passed  to  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  May  14,  1959.) 

1.  On  page  2,  line  9,  after  "facilities,”  the 
House  bill  adds  a  prohibition  against  con¬ 
struction  of  electric  transmission  or  distri¬ 
bution  lines  if  the  Secretary  determines  on 
the  basis  of  a  firm  50-year  contract  from  a 
local  public  or  private  agency,  that  neces¬ 
sary  power  to  operate  San  Luis  can  be  ob¬ 
tained  at  less  cost  than  by  construction  and 
operation  of  Federal  facilities. 

2.  On  page  3,  lines  14,  15,  and  16,  there 
is  a  clarifying  change  in  the  House  bill 
which  merely  accurately  identifies  the  report 
referred  to. 

3.  On  page  4,  starting  on  line  12,  the 
House  bill  adds  provisions  stating  that  the 
agreement  with  the  State  shall  specify  that 
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the  liability  of  the  United  States  is  con¬ 
tingent  upon  appropriations,  and  further 
providing  that  no  funds  shall  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  commence  construction  until  the 
agreement  between  the  State  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  has  been  submitted  to  Congress  and 
has  lain  there  during  90  session  days  with¬ 
out  disapproval  of  either  the  Senate  or 
House  Interior  Committees. 

4.  On  page  5,  starting  on  line  15,  the 
House  bill  inserts  provisions  requiring  the 
State,  if  it  enlarges  the  Joint-use  facilities 
after  initial  construction,  to  pay  an  equi¬ 
table  share  of  the  cost  to  the  United  States 
of  the  facilities  as  initially  constructed,  and 
to  bear  the  entire  cost  of  enlarging  them, 

5.  On  page  6,  on  line  2,  before  “and  pro¬ 
vided  further,”  the  House  bill  inserts  a  re¬ 
quirement  that  the  State’s  use  of  the  joint- 
use  facilities  shall  be  limited  to  service 
outside  of  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  service 
area. 

6.  On  page  8,  line  23,  the  House  bill  deletes 
the  word  “title”  so  that  only  the  care,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  of  the  works  shall  be 
turned  over  to  the  State. 

7.  On  page  9,  in  the  middle  of  line  4,  the 
House  bill  inserts  a  provision  that  any  or¬ 
ganization  which  has  contracted  with  the 
Federal  Government  for  water,  in  the  event 
operation  is  turned  over  to  the  State,  “shall 
continue  to  be  subject  to  the  same  limita¬ 
tions  and  obligations”  as  it  would  have  under 
continued  Federal  service.  This  insures  the 
continuance  of  the  160-acre  limitation. 

8.  On  page  9,  after  line  23,  the  House  bill 
inserts  a  new  subsection  prohibiting  the 
State  from  serving  any  lands  within  the  Fed¬ 
eral  San  Luis  unit  service  area,  except  as 
such  service  is  required  if  it  accepts  opera¬ 
tion  under  paragraph  (g). 

9.  On  page  9,  after  line  23,  and  the  pre¬ 
ceding  new  subsection,  there  is  inserted  by 
the  House  bill  a  new  section  4  restricting  the 
withdrawal  of  Federal  San  Luis  water  from 
the  delta  whenever  Delta-Mendota  water  ex¬ 
ceeds  150  parts  per  million  of  chlorides  dur¬ 
ing  the  summer  months,  unless  the  Trinity 
project  Is  adding  an  equal  amount  of  water 
to  the  Sacramento  Valley.  Remaining  sec¬ 
tions  are  renumbered. 

10.  On  page  10,  starting  on  line  22,  the 
Senate  bill  directly  authorizes  construction 
of  an  extension  of  CVP  via  Pacheco  tunnel 
to  serve  Santa  Clara,  San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz, 
and  Monterey  Counties  with  certain  provisos. 
The  House  bill  has  the  effect  of  including 
these  areas  in  the  Central  Valley  service  area 
and  authorizes  a  report  on  feasibility,  which 
would  require  a  later  authorization  by  act  of 
Congress. 

11.  On  page  11,  after  the  sentence  ending 
on  line  18,  the  House  bill  inserts  a  provision 
that  the  authorization  for  appropriations  of 
$290,430,000  shall  be  diminished  to  the  extent 
that  the  State  makes  funds  or  lands  avail¬ 
able  which  decrease  the  cost  of  the  works  to 
the  Federal  Government. 

12.  On  page  11,  line  22,  after  the  word 
"interest,”  the  House  bill  inserts  a  limitation 
on  the  total  cost  of  distribution  and  drain¬ 
age  systems  of  $192,650,000,  and  adds  the 
further  provision  that  no  funds  may  be  ap¬ 
propriated  for  distribution  and  drainage  sys¬ 
tems  until  a  contract  for  complete  repayment 
has  lain  before  Congress  for  90  session  days. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
the  last  happy  chapter  in  the  enactment 
of  this  beneficent  bill  which  will  serve 
the  best  interests  of  the  United  States, 
and  of  the  State  of  California.  It  has 
the  approval  of  the  State  and  Federal 
Governments  and  their  respective  agen¬ 
cies.  The  President  has  urged  it.  The 
Vice  President  has  urged  it.  I  ask  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  motion  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 


the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  An- 

derson]  • 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  senior  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  if  he  will  yield  for  a 
question. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  As  I  recall,  this  is 
the  bill  which  the  Senate  passed  last 
year. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Can  the  Senator  in¬ 
form  me  whether  this  bill,  as  it  comes 
from  the  House,  makes  any  substantial 
changes  in  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  Sen¬ 
ate  last  year? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No.  I  will  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  that  there 
are  no  substantial  changes.  There  are 
a  few  changes  in  wording,  which  I  think 
probably  improve  the  bill.  Many  of  them 
were  suggested  by  Representative  Say¬ 
lor,  of  Pennsylvania,  who  is  a  stanch 
friend  of  those  who  wish  to  keep  recla¬ 
mation  within  reasonable  bounds.  I 
think  the  bill  is  a  satisfactory  bill.  I 
believe  no  substantial  change  has  been 
made  in  it. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  As  I  recall,  there 
was  a  lengthy  debate  on  the  floor  last 
year  on  the  acreage  limitation  feature, 
the  160-acre  limitation. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  That  has  not  been 
affected? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  bill  has  been 
strengthened,  if  anything.  There  was  a 
possibility  that  the  State  of  California 
could  have  diverted  water  from  its  share 
and  put  it  on  Federal  lands.  We  did  not 
think  that  was  possible.  It  might  have 
been  possible,  but  the  House  added  a 
provision  which  would  make  it  impos¬ 
sible.  It  provides  that  in  all  Federal 
sections  the  areas  must  be  supplied  from 
Federal  units.  Hence,  the  160 -acre  lim¬ 
itation  would  apply. 

I  think  the  House  strengthened  the 
bill.  I  do  not  believe  it  needed  strength¬ 
ening.  Nevertheless,  the  House  added  a 
provision  to  safeguard  the  item  which 
we  had  long  debated.  I  can  assure  the 
Senator  that  I  was  intei'ested  in  that 
point,  because  if  the  bill  had  been  var¬ 
ied  in  any  way,  those  of  us  who  were 
trying  to  protect  the  situation  would 
have  been  subject  to  criticism.  I  am  sure 
the  bill  has  been  strengthened  rather 
than  weakened. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  An¬ 
derson]  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
House  amendment  to  Senate  bill  44. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
House  amendment  was  concurred  in. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


OLD  FOLKS,  WITHOUT  MEDICINE, 
DIE  LIKE  ANIMALS 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  all 
too  often  we  discuss  major  issues  in 
terms  of  statistics  and  averages  and  we 
lose  sight  of  the  all-important  human 
element.  This  is  particularly  true  in  the 


case  of  providing  medical  care  for  our 
senior  citizens. 

The  statistics  in  this  case,  however,, 
come  to  life  in  the  actual  hard  experienc/ 
related  in  letters  from  our  older  con¬ 
stituents.  Here,  for  example,  is  a  jfase 
study  that  tells  the  story  better/than 
any  set  of  facts  and  figures.  I  as]?  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  have  this  letter  printed 
in  the  Record.  / 

There  being  no  objection;  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:  / 

Dear  Sir:  It  is  some  time  since  I  wrote 
to  you  about  not  so  very  important  matters 
to  anyone  but  me.  I  Waited  so  patiently  for 
the  age  of  62  when  L/bould  have  my  pension 
and  could  have  a  little  easier  life.  Well,  I 
got  my  pension— t<$23  .90  a  month.  Can  an 
old  person  live  on  that?  I  am  not  a  widow. 
My  husband  gaxs  $68.  He  hasn’t  worked  for 
many  years.yHe  has  a  heart  condition.  We 
can’t  even  X>uy  medicines.  We  could  only 
dream  of  sc  hospital.  We  old  folks  must  just 
die  like  smimals.  I  know  you  have  more  im¬ 
portant  matters  to  think  about,  but  please 
try  tomelp  us. 

/  Respectfully, 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  TO 
MONDAY 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  adjourns  today,  it  adjourn  to 
meet  at  12  o’clock  noon  on  Monday  next. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  executive  business,  to  con¬ 
sider  the  nominations  on  the  calendar 
in  the  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of 
executive  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
Tie  no  reports  of  committees,  the  clerk 
win  state  the  nominations  on. the  Execu¬ 
tive,  Calendar. 


COAST  AND  GEODETIC  SURVEY 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
sundry  nominations  in  the  Coast  and 
Geodetic  Survey. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  nominations  in  the  Coast 
and  Geodetic  Survey  be  confirmed  en 
bloc.  \ 

The  PRESIDINGsOFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  >Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  President\be  immediately 
notified.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  President  wills. be  notified 
forthwith.  \ 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION'S. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  resume  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  legislative  business.  \ 
The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  resumed  the  consideration  of 
legislative  business. 
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Public  Law  86-488 
86th  Congress,  S.  44 
June  3,  I960 

AN  ACT 

_ 74  ST AT.  156. 

To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  San  Luis  unit  of  the 
Central  Valley  project,  California,  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  State 
of  California  with  respect  to  the  construction  and  operation  of  such  unit,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  (a)  for  the  Central  Valley 
principal  purpose  of  furnishing  water  for  the  irrigation  of  approxi-  Project,  Calif, 
mately  five  hundred  thousand  acres  of  land  in  Merced,  Fresno,  and  San  Luis  unit* 
Kings  Counties,  California,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Federal  Construotlon* 
San  Luis  unit  service  area,  and  as  incidents  thereto  of  furnishing 
water  for  municipal  and  domestic  use  and  providing  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  benefits,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  Secretary)  is  authorized  to  construct,  operate,  and 
.maintain  the  San  Luis  unit  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley 
^project.  The  principal  engineering  features  of  said  unit  shall  be  a 
dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near  the  San  Luis  site,  a  forebay  and  afterbay, 
the  San  Luis  Canal,  the  Pleasant  Valley  Canal,  and  necessary  pump¬ 
ing  plants,  distribution  systems,  drains,  channels,  levees,  flood  works, 
and  related  facilities,  but  no  facilities  shall  be  constructed  for  electric 
transmission  or  distribution  service  which  the  Secretary  determines, 
on  the  basis  of  an  offer  of  a  firm  fifty-year  contract  from  a  local  public 
or  private  agency,  can  through  such  contract  be  obtained  at  less  cost 
to  the  Federal  Government  than  by  construction  and  operation  of 
Government  facilities.  The  works  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  joint- 
use  facilities)  for  joint  use  with  the  State  of  California  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  State)  shall  be  the  dam  and  reservoir  at  or  near  the 
San  Luis  site,  forebay  and  afterbay,  pumping  plants,  and  the  San  Luis 
Canal.  The  joint-use  facilities  consisting  of  the  dam  and  reservoir 
shall  be  constructed,  and  other  joint-use  facilities  may  be  constructed, 
so  as  to  permit  future  expansion;  or  the  joint-use  facilities  shall  be 
constructed  initially  to  the  capacities  necessary  to  serve  both  the 
Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area  and  the  State’s  service  area,  as 
hereinafter  provided.  In  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining 
the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  shall  be  governed  by  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902  (32  Stat.  388),  and  Acts  43  usc  371  and 
.amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  thereto).  Construction  of  the  "ot® •  . 

'San  Luis  unit  shall  not  be  commenced  until  the  Secretary  has  (1) 
secured,  or  has  satisfactory  assurance  of  his  ability  to  secure,  all  rights 
to  the  use  of  water  which  are  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
the  unit  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  this  Act,  and  (2)  received 
satisfactory  assurance  from  the  State  of  California  that  it  will  make 
provision  for  a  master  drainage  outlet  and  disposal  channel  for  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley,  as  generally  outlined  in  the  California  water 
plan,  Bulletin  Numbered  3,  of  the  California  Department  of  Water 
Resources,  which  will  adequately  serve,  by  connection  therewith,  the 
drainage  system  for  the  San  Luis  unit  or  has  made  provision  for 
constructing  the  San  Luis  interceptor  drain  to  the  delta  designed  to 
meet  the  drainage  requirements  of  the  San  Luis  unit  as  generally  out¬ 
lined  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  entitled  “San 
Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley  Project,”  dated  December  it,  1956. 

(b)  No  water  provided  by  the  Federal  San  Luis  unit  shall  be  Conditions, 
delivered  in  the  Federal  San  Luis  service  area  to  any  water  user  for 
the  production  on  newly  irrigated  lands  of  any  basic  agricultural 
commodity,  as  defined  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  or  any  amend-  63  stat.  1051. 
ment  thereof,  if  the  total  supply  of  such  commodity  as  estimated  by  7  ^sc  1421 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  the  marketing  year  in  which  the  bulk  n0  e* 
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of  the  crop  would  normally  be  marketed  and  which  will  be  in  excess 
of  the  normal  supply  as  defined  in  Section  301(b)  (10)  of  the  Agri- 
52  stat.  41.  cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  unless  the  Secretary 

7  use  1301(b).  calls  for  an  increase  in  production  of  such  commodity  in  the  interest 

of  national  security. 

Negotiation  for  Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  on  behalf  of  the  United  States, 
delivery  outside  (Q  negotiate  and  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California 
San  Luis  area.  providing  for  coordinated  operation  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including 
the  joint-use  facilities,  in  order  that  the  State  may,  without  cost  to 
the  United  States,  deliver  water  in  service  areas  outside  the  Federal 
San  Luis  unit  service  area  as  described  in  the  report  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  entitled  “San  Luis  Unit,  Central  Valley  Project”, 
dated  December  17,  1956.  Said  agreement  shall  recite  that  the  lia¬ 
bility  of  the  United  States  thereunder  is  contingent  upon  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  appropriations  to  carry  out  its  obligations  under  the  same. 
No  funds  shall  he  appropriated  to  commence  construction  of  the  San 
Luis  unit  under  any  such  agreement,  except  for  the  preparation  of 
designs  and  specifications  and  other  preliminary  work,  prior  to  ninety 
calendar  days  (which  ninety  days,  however,  shall  not  include  days  ^ 
on  which  either  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  is  not  in 
session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  calendar  days 
to  a  day  certain)  after  it  has  been  submitted  to  the  Congress,  and 
then  only  if  neither  the  House  nor  the  Senate  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee  has  disapproved  it  by  committee  resolution  within 
said  ninety  days.  If  such  an  agreement  has  not  been  executed  by 
January  1,  1962,  and  if,  after  consultation  with  the  Governor  of  the 
State,  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  prospects  of  reaching  accord 
on  the  terms  thereof  are  not  reasonably  firm,  he  may  proceed  to  con¬ 
struct  and  operate  the  San  Luis  unit  in  accordance  with  section  1  of 
Report  to  Con-  this  Act:  Provided ,  That,  if  the  Secretary  so  determines,  he  shall  re¬ 
gress.  port  thereon  to  the  Congress  and  shall  not  commence  construction  for 

ninety  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  his  report  (which  ninety  days, 
however,  shall  not  include  days  on  which  either  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  or  the  Senate  is  not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment 
of  more  than  three  days).  In  considering  the  prospects  of  reaching 
accord  on  the  terms  of  the  agreement  the  Secretary  shall  give  substan¬ 
tial  weight  to  any  relevant  affirmative  action  theretofore  taken  by  the 
State,  including  the  enactment  of  State  legislation  authorizing  the 
State  to  acquire  and  convey  to  the  United  States  title  to  lands  to  be 
used  for  the  San  Luis  unit  or  assistance  given  by  it  in  financing  Fed-  /* 
eral  design  and  construction  of  the  unit.  The  authority  conferred  ( 
upon  the  Secretary  by  the  first  sentence  of  this  section  shall  not,  except 
as  is  otherwise  provided  in  this  section,  be  construed  as  a  limitation 
upon  the  exercise  by  him  of  the  authority  conferred  in  section  1  of  this 
Act,  but  if  the  State  shall  agree  that,  if  it  later  enlarges  the  joint- 
use  facilities,  or  any  of  them,  it  will  pay  an  equitable  share  of  the 
cost  to  the  United  States  of  those  facilities  as  initially  constructed 
before  utilizing  them  for  the  storage  or  delivery  of  water  and  will 
bear  the  entire  cost  of  enlarging  the  same  and  if,  as  a  part  of  said 
equitable  share,  it  makes  available  to  the  Secretary  sufficient  funds  to 
pay  the  additional  cost  of  designing  and  constructing  the  joint-use 
facilities  so  as  to  permit  enlargement,  it  shall  have  an  irrevocable 
right  to  enlarge  or  modify  such  facilities  at  any  time  in  the  future, 
and  a  perpetual  right  to  the  use  of  such  additional  capacity:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  performance  of  such  work  by  the  State,  after  approval 
of  its  plans  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  so  carried  on  as  not  to  interfere 
unduly  with  the  operation  of  the  project  for  the  purposes  set  forth 
in  section  1  of  this  Act  and  the  use  of  the  additional  capacity  for 
water  service  shall  be  limited  to  service  outside  of  the  Federal  San 
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Luis  unit  service  area :  And  provided  further ,  That  this  right  may  be 
relinquished  by  the  State  at  any  time  at  its  option. 

Sec.  3.  The  agreement  between  the  United  States  and  the  State  Provisions, 
referred  to  in  section  2  of  this  Act  shall  provide,  among  other  thinsrs 
that—  *»  ’ 

(a)  the  joint-use  facilities  to  be  constructed  by  the  Secretary 
shall  be  so  designed  and  constructed  to  such  capacities  and  in 
such  manner  as  to  permit  either  (i)  immediate  integration  and 
coordinated  operation  with  the  State’s  water  projects  by  provid¬ 
ing,  among  other  things,  a  capacity  in  San  Luis  Reservoir  of 
approximately  two  million  one  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  and 
corresponding  capacities  in  the  other  joint-use  facilities  or  (ii) 
such  subsequent  enlargement  or  other  modification  as  may  be 
required  for  integration  and  coordinated  operation  therewith ; 

(b)  the  State  shall  make  available  to  the  Secretary  during  the 
construction  period  sufficient  funds  to  pay  an  equitable  share  of 
the  construction  costs  of  any  facilities  designed  and  constructed  as 
provided  in  paragraph  (a)  above.  The  State  contribution  shall 
be  made  in  annual  installments,  each  of  which  bears  approxi¬ 
mately  the  same  ratio  to  total  expenditures  during  that  year  as 
the  total  of  the  State’s  share  bears  to  the  total  cost  of  the  facilities; 
the  State  may  make  advances  to  the  United  States  in  order  to 
maintain  a  timely  construction  schedule  of  the  joint-use  facilities 
and  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  to  be  used  by  the  State  and 
the  United  States; 

(c)  the  State  may  at  any  time  after  approval  of  its  plans  by 
the  Secretary  and  at  its  own  expense  enlarge  or  modify  San  Luis 
Dam  and  Reservoir  and  other  facilities  to  be  used  jointly  by  the 
State  and  the  United  States,  but  the  performance  of  such  wrork 
shall  be  so  carried  on  as  not  to  interfere  unduly  with  the  operation 
of  the  San  Luis  unit  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  1  of 
this  Act ; 

(d)  the  United  States  and  the  State  shall  each  pay  annually 
an  equitable  share  of  the  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement 
costs  of  the  joint-use  facilities ; 

(e)  promptly  after  execution  of  this  agreement  between  the 
Secretary  and  the  State,  and  for  the  purpose  of  said  agreement, 
the  State  shall  convey  to  the  United  States  title  to  any  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way  which  it  then  owns  and  which  are 
required  for  the  joint-use  facilities.  The  State  shall  be  given 
credit  for  the  costs  of  these  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
toward  its  share  of  the  construction  cost  of  the  joint-use  facilities. 

The  State  shall  likewise  be  given  credit  for  any  funds  advanced 
by  it  to  the  Secretary  for  preparation  of  designs  and  specifica¬ 
tions  or  for  any  other  work  in  connection  with  the  joint-use 
facilities ; 

(f)  the  rights  to  the  use  of  capacities  of  the  joint-use  facilities 
of  the  San  Luis  unit  shall  be  allocated  to  the  United  States  and 
the  State,  respectively,  in  such  manner  as  may  be  mutually  agreed 
upon.  The  United  States  shall  not  be  restricted  in  the  exercise 
of  its  right  so  allocated,  which  shall  be  sufficient  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  section  1  of  this  Act  and  which  shall  extend  through¬ 
out  the  repayment  period  and  so  long  thereafter  as  title  to  the 
works  remains  in  the  United  States.  The  State  shall  not  be 
restricted  in  the  exercise  of  its  allocated  right  to  the  use  of  the 
capacities  of  the  joint-use  facilities  for  water  service  outside  the 
Federal  San  Luis  unit  service  area; 

(g)  the  Secretary  may  turn  over  to  the  State  the  care,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  any  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit  which  are  used 
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jointly  by  the  United  States  and  the  State  at  such  time  and  under 
such  conditions  as  shall  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  and  the 
State ; 

(h)  notwithstanding  transfer  of  the  care,  operation,  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  any  works  to  the  State,  as  hereinbefore  provided,  any 
organization  which  has  theretofore  entered  into  a  contract  with 
the  United  States  under  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939,  and 
amendments  thereto,  for  a  water  supply  through  the  works  of  the 
San  Luis  unit,  including  joint-use  facilities,  shall  continue  to  be 
subject  to  the  same  limitations  and  obligations  and  to  have  and  to 
enjoy  the  same  rights  which  it  would  have  had  under  its  contract 
with  the  United  States  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  of 
section  1  of  the  Act  of  July  2, 1956  (70  Stat.  483, 43  U.S.C.  485h-l) 
in  the  absence  of  such  transfer,  and  its  enjoyment  of  such  rights 
shall  be  without  added  cost  or  other  detriment  arising  from  such 
transfer ; 

(i)  if  a  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the  preservation  and 
propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife  has  been  made  as  provided  in  f 
section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946  (60  Stat.  1080,  16  U.S.C.  Vi 
662),  as  amended,  the  features  of  the  unit  to  which  such  alloca¬ 
tion  is  attributable  shall,  notwithstanding  transfer  of  the  care, 
operation,  and  maintenance  to  the  State,  be  operated  and  main¬ 
tained  in  such  wise  as  to  retain  the  bases  upon  which  such  alloca¬ 
tion  is  premised  and,  upon  failure  so  to  operate  and  maintain 
those  features,  the  amount  allocated  thereto  shall  become  a  reim¬ 
bursable  cost  to  be  paid  by  the  State ; 

( j )  the  State  shall  not  serve  any  lands  within  the  Federal  San 
Luis  unit  service  area  except  as  such  service  is  required  as  a  con¬ 
sequence  of  its  acceptance  of  the  care,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  works  under  paragraph  (g)  of  this  section. 

Sec.  4.  If  the  Secretary  proceeds  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain 
the  San  Luis  works  under  the  terms  of  section  1  of  this  Act  solely 
as  a  Federal  project,  the  operation  shall  be  subject  to  the  following 
restriction :  Whenever  the  chlorides  in  the  water  at  the  head  of  the 
Delta-Mendota  Canal  exceed  one  hundred  and  fifty  parts  per  million 
during  the  months  of  July,  August,  or  September,  the  mean  daily 
diversion  from  the  Sacramento- San  Joaquin  Delta  to  San  Luis  unit 
via  Tracy  pumping  plant  and  Delta-Mendota  Canal  as  measured  at 
the  San  Luis  pumping  plant  shall  not  exceed  the  mean  daily  import 
to  the  Sacramento  Valley  from  the  Trinity  project.  A 

Sec.  5.  In  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  a  drainage  sys-  Vl 
tern  for  the  San  Luis  unit,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  permit  the 
use  thereof  by  other  parties  under  contracts  the  terms  of  which  are 
as  nearly  similar  as  is  practicable  to  those  required  by  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  in  the  case  of  irrigation  repayment  or  service  con¬ 
tracts  and  is  further  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  and  partici¬ 
pate  in  construction  and  operation  of  drainage  facilities  designed  to 
serve  the  general  area  of  which  the  lands  to  be  served  by  the  San  Luis 
unit  are  a  part,  to  the  extent  the  works  authorized  in  section  1  of  this 
Act  contribute  to  drainage  requirements  of  said  area.  The  Secretary 
is  also  authorized  to  permit  the  use  of  the  irrigation  facilities  of  the 
San  Luis  unit,  including  its  facilities  for  supplying  pumping  energy, 
under  contracts  entered  into  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of 
February  21,  1911  (36  Stat.  925;  43  U.S.C.  523). 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  plan  the  works  authorized  in 
this  Act  in  such  a  manner  as  to  contemplate  and  make  possible  the 
future  provision  of  Central  Valley  project  service,  by  way  of  the 
Pacheco  Tunnel  route,  to  lands  and  municipalities  in  Santa  Clara, 
San  Benito,  Santa  Cruz,  and  Monterey  Counties  heretofore  antici- 
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pated  as  a  possibility  by  the  Acts  of  October  14,  1949  (63  Stat.  852), 
and  August  27, 1958  ( 1 2  Stat.  937) .  Construction  of  additional  works  Report, 
to  provide  such  service  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  a  report  demon¬ 
strating  their  physical  and  economic  feasibility  has  been  completed, 
reviewed  by  the  State,  and  approved  by  the  Secretary,  and  the  works 
have  been  authorized  by  Act  of  Congress. 

Sec.  7.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  connection  with  the  San  Recreational 
Luis  unit,  to  construct  minimum  basic  public  recreational  facilities  facilities, 
and  to  arrange  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  same  by  the 
State  or  an  appropriate  local  agency  or  organization.  The  cost  of  such 
facilities  shall  be  nonreturnable  and  nonreimbursable  under  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  laws. 

Sec.  8.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  construe-  Appropriation, 
tion  of  the  works  of  the  San  Luis  unit,  including  joint-use  facilities, 
authorized  by  this  Act,  other  than  distribution  systems  and  drains, 
the  sum  of  $290,430,000,  plus  such  additional  amount,  if  any,  as  may 
be  required  by  reason  of  changes  in  costs  of  construction  of  the  types 
)  involved  in  the  San  Luis  unit  as  shown  by  engineering  indexes.  Said 
base  sum  of  $290,430,000  shall,  however,  be  diminished  to  the  extent 
that  the  State  makes  funds  or  lands  or  interests  in  land  available  to 
the  Secretary  pursuant  to  sections  2  or  3  of  this  Act  which  decrease  the 
costs  which  would  be  incurred  if  the  works  authorized  in  section  1  of 
of  this  Act  (including  provision  for  their  subsequent  expansion)  were 
constructed  solely  as  a  Federal  project.  There  are  also  authorized  to 
be  appropriated,  in  addition  thereto,  such  amounts  as  are  required  (a) 
for  construction  of  such  distribution  systems  and  drains  as  are  not 
constructed  by  local  interests,  but  not  to  exceed  in  total  cost  the  sum 
of  $192,650,000,  and  (b)  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  unit: 

Provided,  That  no  funds  shall  be  appropriated  for  construction 
of  distribution  systems  and  drains  prior  to  ninety  calendar  days 
(which  ninety  days,  however,  shall  not  include  days  on  which  either 
the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  is  not  in  session  because 
of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  calendar  days  to  a  day  certain) 
after  a  contract  has  been  submitted  to  the  Congress  calling  for  com¬ 
plete  repayment  of  the  distribution  systems  and  drains  within  a  period 
of  forty  years  from  the  date  such  works  are  placed  in  service.  All 
moneys  received  by  the  Secretary  from  the  State  under  this  Act  shall 
be  covered  into  the  same  accounts  as  moneys  appropriated  hereunder 
and  shall  be  available,  without  further  appropriation,  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

Approved  June  3,  I960. 
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